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FOUNDED 1807. 


50, REGENT ST., W., anp 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 

THE PREMIUM INCOME of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 
foreign risks being undertaken. 

THE RETURN SYSTEM of the County Fire Orrice offers an important advantage 
on Ordinary rances to Policyholders who continue insured in Office. 

FORMS OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the ApvanTaGEs offered 
by the “ County” may be obtained upon application. 


B. E. RATLIFFE, Secretary. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of x 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, f 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 
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BUSINESS IN FORCE -~ - £16,000,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every: modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wrruovr Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
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41,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 


According to last results. 
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Current Topics. 


Arrention should be drawn to the remarks of the President 
of the Building Societies’ Association on compulsory registration 
of title, which we report elsewhere. He represents a London 
building society which has had 1,300 a since the 
system came into operation ; and as the t of their experience, 
he advised the county councils elsewhere to oppose the bringing 
of compulsory registration of title into operation until some 
simpler and cheaper mode had been devised. 





We print elsewhere the usual list of total attendances of 
members of the Council of the Law Society at meetings of the 
Council and committees and on the Discipline Committee durin 
the last year. It will be seen that Mr. Rawuz heads the list wi 
181 attendances; that Mr. Barker comes next with 171 attend- 
ances; and that Mr. Pznnrveton is a good third with 132 
attendances. 





Mucu interest has been roused i, the YP 4 of an 
action against a lady surgeon for negligence in the performance 
of an operation. It was admitted that a mishap had occurred in 
the course of this operation, which was for the removal of an 
abdominal tumour, a piece of antiseptic wadding or sponge 
having been left inside the wound, which had afterwards to be 
re-opened. There could be no doubt that in all other respects 
the operation had been conducted with skill and success, and it 
was contended on behalf of the defendant that the case was one 
of such intri and difficulty as to engross the attention of 
the operator, and to make it necessary that the counting of the 
sponges used should be left to those who assisted in the 
operation. It was added that similar accidents had occurred to 
surgeons of conspicuous skill and ability. The learned judge 
left to the jury three questions, which they answered in the 
affirmative. The second of these questions was whether 
the counting of the spon was a vital part of the 
operation which the defendant undertook to see properly 
performed, and the third was whether those who helped in 
the operation were guilty of negligence in not counting 
the sponges, and whether they were under the defendant’s 
control. In the result there was a verdict for the plaintiff. We 
must confess to much sympathy for the defendant, and we have 
little doubt that this sympathy will be widely expressed in the 
medical profession. But we can find no fault with the manner 
in which the questions of fact were left to the jury. It may well 
be that a time may come when an operating surgeon, having 
obtained the co-operation of assistants of recognized skill, may 
be relieved from liability for accidents arising from their 
inadvertence, and may be able, without petty anxieties, to con- 
centrate his energies upon the more important details of the 
operation. But reading the evidence at the trial, we have 
the greatest difficulty i saying that there was not evidence for 
the jury that those who assi in the o ion were under the 
control of the defendant. It was waged that a surgeon has a 
right to assume that dressing materials supplied to him have 
been properly sterilized, and that if this is not the case it would 


sas | be most unjust that he should be liable for the consequences. 


But in that case the would have no personal control 
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always whether there was personal control or power over the 
action of the subordinate, as distinct froma mere right to object 
to the quality or description of the work done. 





Tue pxcision of the House of Lords in Reid v. Macheth and 
Gray (1904, A. O. 223), following the decision of the same 
tribunal in Seath § Co. v. Moore (11 App. Cas. 350), shews that 
a contract for the building of a ship will not vest in the 
urchasers a title to the materials from time to time intended 
or the construction of the ship, notwithstanding that a clause 
with this object is contained in the contract. In the present 
case one clause of the contract provided that “the vessel, as she 
is constructed, and all her engines, boilers, and machinery, and 
all materials from time to time intended for her or them, 
whether in the building-yard, workshop, river, or eleewhere, 
shall immediately as the same eosanelaTbeerns the property of 
the purchasers,” &c. Certain plates intended for the vessel, and 
marked so as to shew their proper places in her, which had 
been passed by Lloyd’s inspector, had left the manufacturers’ 
yard and were lying at railway stations waiting to be delivered 
to the shipbuilders, Upon the failure of the latier, these plates 
were claimed by the purchasers of the ship upon the ground 
that the property had passed to them under the contract. The 
analogy of Reeves v. Barlow (12 Q. B. D. 436) at once presents 
itseif, under which the property in building materials is allowed 
to vest in the landowner immediately upon their being brought 
upon the building site. But it would not be safe to press too far 
the analogy of a ship in course of construction to a house, and 
it has been held that, under such a contract as that in 
question, only those things can be regarded as sold, and 
consequently as vesting in the purchaser, which have 
been actually fitted to the ship: Wood v. Bell (6 E. & B. 
355). As was said by Lord Warson in Seath v. Moore (supra), 
‘‘ Materials provided by the builder, and portions of the fabric, 
whether wholly or partially finished, although intended to be 
used in the execution of the contract, cannot be regarded as 
appropriated to the execution of the contract, or as ‘ sold,’ unless 
they have been affixed to, or in a reasonable sense made part of, 
the corpus.” In the present case this had not occurred, and there 
had been no contract for sale of the plates, and hence no vesting 
of them in the purchasers of the ship. In the view expressed 
by the Lord Chancellor, the clause of the contract relating to 
materials intended for use in the ship really only contemplated 
a security which was ineffectual. The contract of sale was for 
a complete ship, and attached only upon articles which became 
a part of the ship. In drafting such contracts the probable 
ineffectiveness of clauses of this nature should be borne in mind. 





A CASE OF some interest on the Statute of Limitations as 
applied to simple contract debts was heard this week by the Court 
of Appeal in Lusher vy. Hassard, on appeal from Pxuriiimorg, J., 
on whose decision we commented ante, p. 62. The debt was over 
six years old, but the debtor had written a letter within six years 
of action in which he had promised to send a cheque as soon as 
he had the money, and declared that it was his intention to pay 
when he was in a position to do so. He had also stated in the 
letter that he should not try to get out of the debt by its having 
become out-dated. It was argued that there was implied in this 
letter an unconditional promise to pay the debt whatever time 
should elapse. The court, however, pointed out that the 
expressed promise to pay was clearly a condition of having the 
necessary money, and held that there could not be an implied 
unconditional promise where there was an expressed conditional 
promise. The court also held that the promise not to take advan- 
tage of the statute did not alter the position, or have the effect 
of turning a conditional promise into an unconditional one. An 
acknowledgment of the debt takes the case out of the statute. The 
acknowledgment, however, must be of such a nature as to imply a 
ars to pay the debt. The law wasclearly stated by Metsu, 

J., in Re River Steamer Co, (L. R. 6 Oh. 822). He said that 
in order to take a case out of the statute there must be contained 
in the written acknowledgment of the debt either (1) an 
acknowledgment of the debt from which a promise to pay is 
implied ; or (2) there must be an unconditional promise to pay 
the debt ; or (3) there must be a conditional promise to pay the 





debt, and evidence that the condition has been performed, Ip 
the recent case there was a promise by the debtor to pay when 
he had the money. But, as we pointed out in our former 
observations, this promise was purely conditional on his 
ever having the money; no evidence was given that he ever 
did have the money, and therefore the statute applied. The 
sony in the letter not to set up the statute was rather a novel 
eature in such documents. It seems, however, to have beeng 
romise without consideration. If there had been consideration 
or such a promise, the promise would not probably have pre. 
vented the debtor from pleading the statute, but he might 
possibly have laid himself open to a second action for damages 
for breach of his contract not to set up the plea. In such circum. 
stances, however, it is difficult to see what the plaintiff would 
gain by such second action, 





A Birt was just passed the House of Lords for the suppression 
of betting in streets and other public places. It provides that 
‘“‘any person frequenting any street, public park, or garden, on 
behalf either of himself or of any other person, for the purpose of 
bookmaking, or betting, or wagering, or agreeing to bet or 
wager, or paying and receiving or settling bets,” shall be liable 
to a penalty of £10 for a first offence, £20 for a second offence, 
and for a subsequent offence to indictment, followed on conviction 
by imprisonment for six months without the option of a fine, ora 
fine of £50. We do not see the necessity for this proposed 
legislation. Local authorities have ample power to prohibit 
betting in the streets by proper bye-laws. The London Count 
Council in 1898 made a bye-law almost in the words of the Bi 
and the validity of the bye-law was upheld in the High Court 
in the case of White v. Morley (1899, 2 Q. B. 34). The object 
of the Bill appears, therefore, to be to provide heavier penalties 
for street betting than can be inflicted for the breach of a bye-law. 
There is a savour of persecution about this proposal. Bookmaking 
is a lawful business and may be carried on legitimately in certain 

laces. Many persons think it should be made an unlawful 

usiness and not allowed to be carried on at all. But if the law 
is to be changed in that way it should be done plainly and 
specifically. Betting in a street does no more harm than betting 
on a common, unless it causes an obstruction and annoyance to 
the public. Obstruction and annoyance are properly dealt with 
by bye-laws. If a bookmaker is to be heavily punished for 
betting in a street, it clearly is for the betting, and not for the 
nominal obstruction, that he is punished. If the bookmaking 
business is really hurtful to the public, the Legislature should have 
the courage of its opinions and make an end of it. But if the 
business is to be still regarded as a lawful business it should 
not be persecuted, but should be regulated so as to minimize as 
far as possible the harm it may do. The whole subject of 
gambling should be taken in hand by Parliament and the law 
put upon an intelligible and reasonable footing. A comprehen- 
sive Act is wanted, not piece-meal legislation. 





Tue pecision of Bienam, J., in Akrokerri Mines v. Economic 
Bank (reported elsewhere) presents an interesting variation on 
the case of Capital and Counties Bank v. Gordon (1903, A. 0. 
240). The latter case, it will be remembered, went far 
to deprive bankers of the protection afforded them by 
section 82 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. That section 
provides that, where a banker in good faith and without 
negligence receives payment for a customer of a cheque 
crossed generally or specially to himself, and the customer 
has no title, or a defective title, thereto, the banker 
shall not incur any liability to the true owner of the cheque by 
reason only of having received such payment.” In Capital and 
Counties Bank v. Gordon the bank had followed the not unusual 
practice of crediting cheques to a customer before collection an 
allowing him to draw against them at once. It was decided that 
this made the bank holders for value of the cheques on their 
own account, and hence when the cheques were subsequently 
collected they did not “receive payment for a customer” within 
the meaning of the section, but for themselves. This narrow, 
though perhaps necessary, construction of the Act will be 
reversed when the Lord Chancellor’s Bills of Exchange Bill 
now before Parliament becomes law, but in the preselt 
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case of Akrokerri Mines v. Economic Bank Bicuam, J., found 
reasons in the course of the business of the defendant bank for 
distinguishing it. The customer was told specifically when he 
opened his account that he would not be allowed to draw against 
cheques until clearance, and, although cheques paid in were 
credited at once to the customer in the books of the bank, they 
were not credited in the customer’s pass-book till the following day 
when it was known whether they had been honoured. They 
were then, however, entered in the pass-book as of the preceding 
day. Bicnam, J., held that this procedure was sufficient to 
distinguish the position of the bank from that in Gordon’s case. 
The bank, although they at once credited the cheques in their 
own books, made no representation to the customer that they had 
done 80, or that he might avail himself of the credit, and he would 
not have been entitled todoso. Whether the customer was really 
entitled to do this in Gordon’s case may be doubted, and the real 
distinction between the two cases seems to be that in Gordon’s 
case the customer was, while in the present case he was not, 
allowed to draw against the cheques before clearance. Hence 
in the present case the bank was not liable in respect of cheques 
fraudulently obtained by the customer and collected for him. 





Bur wn Akrokerrt Mines v. Economic Bank (supra) the attempt 
to make the bank liable was based upon a further ground. To 
obtain the benefit of section 82 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882, it is not enough that the bank have in good faith and 
without negligence received payment of a crossed cheque for a 
customer. It is also necessary that they shall have done no act 
outside such payment which involves them in liability for the con- 
version of the cheque. ‘‘ The banker shall not incur any liability 
tothe true owner of the cheque by reason only of having received 
such payment.” In the present case the Economic Bank had done 
various acts which it was argued were outside the ordinary course 
of collecting the cheques, and which excluded them from relying 
on the statute. They did not collect the cheques directly, but 
through the medium of another bank—Witu1ams, Deacon, & 
Co.—and for the purpose of collection they crossed the cheques 
specially to that bank. Moreover, it was argued that the course 
of dealing between the two banks might give Writ1AMs, Deacon, 
& Co. alien on the cheques, so that the process was not oneof mere 
collection. BricHam, J., however, put aside these objections as 
insufficient. Any such lien could not prevail over the known claims 
of the customers of the Economic Bank to receive the proceeds of 
the cheques, and the special crossing was simply an act done as 
a preliminary to collection, and, in accordance with the judgment 
of Lord Macnacuren in the Gordon case (supra), was covered by 
the statute. ‘ The only question,” said his lordship, ‘is, did the 
bankers receive payment of these cheques for their customer? If 
they did, it is obvious thatthey are relieved from anyliability which, 
perhaps, might otherwise attach to some preliminary action on their 
part taken in view and anticipation of receiving payment. The 
section would be nugatory—it would be worse than nugatory— 
it would be a mere trap, if the immunity conferred in respect of 
receipt of payment, and in terms confined to such receipt, did 
not extend to cover every step taken in the ordinary course of 
business, and intended to lead up to that result.” The Economic 
Bank had done nothing save what was covered by this dictum, 
and upon this point, too, their defence was successful. 





Tux case of Cheshire v. Bailey (ante, p. 525), decided by Watton, 

+, last week, is of general interest, and we are not surprised to 
hear that it will be taken to the Court of Appeal. The action was 
by the plaintiff, a wholesale silversmith, against the defendant, 
& jobmaster, to recover damages for loss of goods owing to the 
negligence of the defendant or his servant. The evidence went 
to shew that in October, 1902, the London traveller of the plain- 
tiff, hired from the defendant a commercial brougham, horse, 
and coachman for use in his business at the rate of £3 5s. a 
week for a week of five days. It was stated that at an inter- 
view with the defendant the use to which the brougham was to 
8 was explained to him. The brougham was to be used 
in the ordinary way for taking round samples, and it was to be 
fitted with shelves and a lock and key, as was usual in the case of 
such carriages. ‘he plaintiff used the brougham for some 
months, and in the course of that time sev coachmen were 
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supplied by the defendant. In August, 1903, a coachman named 
Brown was in char 


ge of the brougham, and it was used by 

Gray, the traveller, to make his rounds. The brougham was 

stated to have contained silver goods to the value of £1,000. Gray 

visited certain customers, leaving the brougham whilst doing so 

in charge of Brown, and at noon he went to lunch, again leav- 

ing the carriage in charge of Brown. When he came back the 

brougham had disappeared. Eventually Brown confessed that 

he had been a party to stealing the brougham and the goods 

inside, and upon his trial he pleaded guilty and was convicted, 

but there was evidence that up to the time of his conviction he 

had borne a good character. Part of the goods were subsequently 

recovered, and the action was brought to recover the value of the 

residue. The traveller, in his evidence at the hearing, said that 
he explained to the defendant the purpose for which the 

brougham was to be used, and that he required as driver a first- 

class and trustworthy man, as he had occasion frequently to leave 

the brougham, and that the defendant said that he should have 
no difficulty in finding one. It will be observed that the learned 

judge had, before considering the law relating to the case, to 
find as a matter of fact what was the special contract between 
the parties. In dealing with this question the learned judge 
came to the conclusion that on the treaty for the supply of the 
brougham the defendant was not told that the traveller was in 
the service of a silversmith, but that he knew that samples of 
goods which might be of considerable value were to be carried 
about in the brougham. He let the brougham to be used as a 
commercial brougham for the purpose of samples being taken 
about by a commercial traveller, and this being the case, the 
samples in question might be taken, as a matter of fact, to have 
been within the contemplation of the parties. Then, as to the 
legal obligation under the contract, the learned judge held that 
there was a contract by the defendant that the coachman Brown 
should use ordinary and reasonable care to safeguard the goods 
in the brougham in the intervals of driving when the traveller 
was not in the brougham itself, but was engaged in calling upon 
customers, or when, as in the present case, he was taking his 
lunch in the middle of the day. And it seemed to the learned 
judge to be quite plain that the coachman did not use reasonable 
care, for he wilfully allowed the goods to be stolen. There was 
therefore sufficient proof of a breach of contract and the 
defendant was responsible. Now, unless we are mistaken, the 

effect of this decision is that there was implied in the contract 
a warranty of the honesty of the coachman, and not merely an 
undertaking that the defendant had used due and ordinary care 
in selecting him for his particular duty. And in considering 
whether a warranty ought to be implied, we may fairly ask 
whether there is any reason why the jobmaster should be held 
to warrant more than due care and diligence would enable him 
to perform in the selection of the coachman? He provided 
coachman of good character. Could human care and foresight 
do more? Was he bound at his peril to provide a coachman 
who would not be guilty of theft? We use the term “theft,” 
for it seems to us that nothing is gained by calling the offence 
of the coachman a neglect to safeguard the goods. The case 
seems to us to be one of difficulty, and we shall be curious to 
see whether the same inference as to the implied warranty will 
be drawn by the Court of Appeal. 





A curious complaint was made to the police magistrate at 
Balham by a dentist against one of his neighbours. The com- 
plaint was that the neighbour, for the purpose of molestation 
and annoyance, had placed large mirrors in his back garden in 
such a position that he was able to observe what went on in 
the complainant’s study and operating room. The magistrate, 
after observing upon the childishness of such conduct, directed 
that one of the warrant officers should make inquiries into the 
matter. ‘There are many descriptions of annoyances which may 
be inflicted by one neighbour upon another. Some of these were 
in olden times noticed by the common law. In Burns’ Justice of 
the Peace we find a statement of the law as to eavesdroppers : 
“‘ Kavesdroppers are such as listen under walls or windows or the 
eaves of houses to hearken after discourse and thereupon to frame 
slanderous and mischievous tales ; are a common nuisance 





the 
and are indictable at the sessions ond. are punishable by fine.” 
* 
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We think that, in considering what acts should warrant the 
interference of the magistrate, a distinction may properly be 
drawn between acts which are merely a breach of good manners 
and acts which are done solely with a view to annoyance. It 
is said by some persons that it would be highly expedient if 
some law were passed for the control of the camera so as to 
prevent the owner of one of these ingenious instruments from 
taking snapshots of his fellow creatures in all possible circum- 
stances. But the law may reasonably for the present confine its 
attention to cases where there is evidence of a malicious intent. 
We should not be sorry if in most of these cases power were 
given to warn the offender, and upon a repetition of the offence to 
impose a penalty upon him. 





THe TENDENCY of modern legislation has been to repeal 
enactments making breaches of contract criminal, but there 
are exceptional cases affecting the whole community where the 
breach of a contract of service or hiring is treated as a 
criminal offence. By the Railway Regulation Act, 1842, s. 17, 
power is given to ‘‘detain any engine-driver, guard, porter, or 
servant employed by a railway company who shall be found 
drunk while so employed upon the railway or who 
shall wilfully, maliciously, or negligently do, or omit to do, any 
act whereby the life or limb of any person passing along or 
being upon such railway shall be, or might be, injured or 
endangered, or whereby the passage of any engines, carriages, 
or trains shall be or might be obstructed or impeded, and 
every such person so offending shall upon conviction by a 
justice be imprisoned, with or without hard labour, for any 
term not exceeding two calendar months.” In the Sheriff 
Court at Dumbarton the signalman of a railway was 
quite recently charged with having been guilty of misconduct 
in wilfully and negligently deserting from his employment 
without giving any intimation to the company. It appeared 
that the station-master, on looking out of his window at 
seven o’clock in the morning, noticed that the signals were not 
being altered, and becoming alarmed, went down to the station, 
where he found a letter from the accused, dated the previous 
night, saying that he had got another and more suitable situa- 
tion and that he must start to-morrow morning otherwise it would 
be filled up. It was proved that under the rules of the com- 
pany no servant was allowed to quit the service without giving 
notice, and in the case of a signalman one month’s notice was 
required. There was no defence, and the sheriff, after 
commenting upon the serious nature of the offence, inasmuch as 
as it might easily have led to a serious accident, sentenced the 
defendant to imprisonment for a period of twenty-one days. 





THE EXEMPTION of a minister who is the diplomatic agent of a 
foreign state from the criminal jurisdiction of the country to 
which he is accredited extends, as is well known, to his wife and 
family, servants and suite, and it has just been illustrated by 
the refusal of the magistrate of the West London police-court 
to issue a summons for assault against one of the servants 
employed at the Bulgarian Legation. We rather demur, 
however, to the statement of the clerk of the court that the 
legation must be considered, as regards jurisdiction, as part of 
Bulgaria. We take it that the foreign minister may waive 
the privilege to which he is entitled by international law, and that 
he might, therefore, in the particular case allow the charge against 
his servant to be dealt with by the magistrate. 


Mr. Justice Wills, says the St. James’s Gazette, complained at the 
Carnarvon Assizes that he had been put to lodge next door to a newspaper 
office, and that he had had very little sleep in consequence of the noise 


caused by the machines. It was quite unfit, he said, that a hard-working 
man should be placed to sleep in such a place. 

All the notaries public and the majority of the solicitors in Odessa, says 
the Odessa correspondent of the Standard, have, with double clerical 
staffs, been working almost night and day for many weeks past in order to 
deal expeditiously with the enormous and still increasing number of 
protested bills lodged with them. All the banks, including the local 
branches of foreign banking houses, have ceased their discounting 
operations. The local barristers are little less busily occupied with 
bankruptcy cases. No more sure indication is necessary to shew the 
disastrous effect of the war upon the economic state of Russia, 





A Company’s “ Residence.” 


In the recent case of Goers § Co. v. Beli (1904, 2 K. B, 136) 
CuannELL, J., had to decide a nice point as to the circum. 
stances which constitute “residence” by a company in this 
country for the purpose of the Income Tax Acts. The word 
“residence,” said Jamxs, L.J., in Re Breull (16 Ch. D., p. 487) 
has no actual definite technical meaning, but must be construed 
in every case in accordance with the object and intent of the 
Act in which it occurs. Now, Schedule D of the Income Tax 
Act, 1853, charges the tax on “‘ the annual profits or gains arising 
or accruing to any person residing in the United Kingdom, from 
any profession, trade, employment, or vocation, whether the 
same shall be respectively carried on in the United 
Kingdom or elsewhere”; and also on ‘‘the annual profits 
or gains arising or accruing to any person whatever, 
whether a subject of Her Majesty or not, although not resident 
in the United Kingdom, from any profession, trade, 
employment, or vocation exercised within the United Kingdom.” 
Thus a person resident here must pay income tax on all his 
profits, whether made here or abroad, and a person resident 
abroad who carries on business here must pay income tax on the 
profits of such business. It should be observed, however, that 
the construction of the Income Tax Acts as regards a person 
residing in this country and carrying on business abroad is not 
quite so strict as this statement would imply, for if he carries on 
business entirely abroad he is assessable only in respect of such 
part of the profits as are received in this country (Colquhoun vy. 
Brooks, 14 App. Cas. 493), but this exception does not apply 
where the business is only partly carried on abroad : London Bank 
of Mexico v. Apthorpe (1891, 2 Q. B. 378). 

The reason for the above distinction was stated by Cuannem, 
J., in his judgment in the present case. A person resident here 
takes the benefit of the government of this country, of the 
security afforded to his life and liberty, and of the opportunity 
of conducting his business in the way in which the government 
of a settled and civilized country enables it to be conducted. He 
has, accordingly, to pay, like other inhabitants of the country, 
his full share towards the expense of that government. But 
where he does not get the full benefits involved in residence in this 
country, the full tax is not imposed upon him, but he has to pay 
what was styled by the learned judge a toll in respect of the 
use which he makes of the government of the country by 
coming into the country and doing business here. But the 
distinction, while intelligible enough in the case of an 
individual, loses most of its point when applied to a company, 
which exists solely for the purpose of carrymg on business, 
and cannot be said to “reside” in the sense in which that 
term is used of an individual, nor does it gain any benefits from 
the Government in respect of its residence over and above such 
benefits as are involved in the facilities afforded to it for carrying 
on business. In principle, therefore, it may be surmised that 
the requirement of ‘‘ residence’ should not apply to a company 
at all, but this is not recognized by the Income Tax Acts. A 
company is, for the purpose of those Acts, to be treated as a 
person, and therefore the court must, in the face of all difficulties, 
decide where it has its residence. 

In cases where a company is registered in this country and 
where the management is carried in by a board of directors and 
by shareholders who hold their meetings here, it is easy to con- 
clude that the company’s residence is here notwithstanding thatits 
business operations are substantially carried on abroad, and it 
has been so held in several cases. In Cesena Sulphur Co. ¥. 
Nicholson (1 Ex. D. 428), for instance, these conditions were ful- 
filled, and the company was held to be subject to assessment 48 
being resident in this country, although* its operations were 
carried on abroad, and the majority of its shares were held 
abroad. “The general meetings,” said Kxruiy, C.B., “ are in 
England, the directors exercise their powers in England, and 20 
proceedings in working the mines, no act of any kind can be 
done except under the authority and management of the directors 
in England.” In San Paulo (Brazilian) Railway Co. v. Carter 
(1896, A. C. 31) the company, which was registered under the 
Companies Acts and had its registered office in England, 
was the proprietor of a railway in Brazil. The working of the 
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railway was under the control and direction of, and the business 
of the company was managed by, the directors in England. 
The accounts were kept and the balance-sheets and reports were 
made out in London, and there, too, the meetings were held. 
Under these circumstances it was admitted that the company 
was resident in England, and they are typical, indeed, of the 
numerous companies, such as nitrate companies, which at the 
present time ‘‘ reside” in this country and carry on their business 
operations abroad. 

But in Goerz § Co. v. Bell (supra) Cuannett, J., had to deal 
with a more doubtful state of facts. In particular the appellant 
company was not registered under the English Companies Act, 
and it had no registered office here. It was registered in 1897 
at Pretoria under the laws of the then South African Republic, 
and its objects were to deal in and develop property in South 
Africa and elsewhere. Its articles gave a discretion as to the 
situation of the head office, and as to the place of meeting of 
the directors, but this might be in London. The meetings of 
the company, until otherwise determined by the company or the 
directors, were to be held in Johannesburg. In fact the head 
office was in London, and the accounts of the various branch 
offices at Johannesburg, Paris, and Berlin were brought to 
London, where the full balance-sheets and profit and loss 
accounts of the company were made up and audited, and where 
alone the full accounts of the company were kept. All 
the directors’ meetings were held in. London, with the excep- 
tion of a single meeting which was held in Paris in 
1901, and almost every transaction of importance affecting 
the management, control, and direction of the company was 
decided at the board meetings in London. The Commissioners 
of Income Tax held, upon these facts, that the company was 
resident within the United Kingdom so as to be liable to assess- 
ments on its entire profits from business carried on here or 
elsewhere, and not only, as would be the case if it were not 
resident here, on the part of the profits derived from business 
carried on in this country, and CHanne.t, J., has upheld this 
view. “In this country,” he said, “we find the head office 
and the directing power, persons who are in one sense agents of 
the company—its directors, managing director, and so on—but 
who are not merely its agents, but also its officers.” In other 
words, the seat of government of the company was in England, 
and as a “‘residence”’ must be found somewhere, that seems to 
be the most reliable test for finding it. 








The Vendor as a Trustee for the 


Purchaser. 


Tue recent case of Ridout v. Fowler (1904, 1 Ch. 658), before 
Farwe.t, J., deals with a question—the vendor’s trusteeship for 
the purchaser—which has frequently been the subject of dis- 
cussion. Definition by way of analogy is always a dangerous 
experiment, and the best answer to the original attempt to place 
the vendor in the possession of a trustee would perhaps have 
been to deny the relationship altogether. It is noticeable that 
in the case of Foster v. Deacon (3 Madd. 394), where the 
property had undergone deterioration since the contract, no 
reference was made to any question of trusteeship. The court 
recognized a duty in the vendor to deliver the property to the 
purchaser on completion undeteriorated by any conduct on his— 
the vendor’s—part, and that was sufficient for the adjustment 
of the rights of the parties. As we said on a former 
Occasion in discussing the —— (36 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
B 775), if the simple principle that, apart from accident, 
© purchaser is entitled to have what he agreed to buy—viz., 
the property as nearly as may be in the condition in which it 
was at the time of the contract—had been adhered to, there 
would have been no need to construct a trusteeship, and the 
yer application of the doctrine would have presented little 
culty. Asis well known, the same method of explaining 
one relation by reference to another essentially distinct was in 
early times applied even more markedly to the relation of mort- 
igor and mortgagee. ‘‘ The relations of vendor and purchaser,” 
Ptumsr, M.R., in Cholmondeley v. Clinton (2 Jac. & W., p. 
182), “of principal and bailiff, of landlord and tenant, of debtor 


and creditor, trustee and cestui que trust, have been applied to . 
the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee, according to their 
different rights and interests, before or after the condition for- 
feited, before or after foreclosure, and according as the possession 
was in the mortgagor or mo: Quo teneam vultus mutantem 
Protea nodo? The truth is, it is a relation perfectly anomalous 
and sud generis, The names of mortgagor and mortgagee most 
properly characterize the relation.” 

So, in the case of vender and purchaser, it might have been 
sufficient to say that the parties occupy that position and nothing 
more, but this course has not been followed, and, admitting 
that, in some way and to some extent, the vendor becomes at the 
date of the contract a trustee for the purchaser, the question is 
to determine the nature of this trusteeship. The two points on 
which the trusteeship becomes important are (1) the creation of 
an equitable estate in favour of the purchaser, leaving the legal 
estate until conveyance in the vendor ; (2) the imposing on the 
vendor of the liabilities of a trustee in respect of the preservation 
of the property. In Wall v. Bright (1 Jac. & W. 503) the 
creation of a trusteeship immediately upon the making of the 
contract was not allowed. ‘‘ The vendor,” said Piumer, M.R., 
“is not a mere trustee; he is in progress towards it, and finally 
becomes such when the money is paid, and when he is bound to 
convey; there are many uncertain events to happen before it 
will be known whether he will ever have to convey, and he 
retains, for certain purposes, his old dominion over the estate. So 
in MU’ Creight v. Foster (L. R. 5 Ch. 604; in the House of Lords 
Shaw v. Foster, L. R. 5 H. L. 321) Lord Harnertey referred the 
real trusteeship to the date when the vendor ought to convey, 
though between the contract and this date he was precluded 
from dealing with property in prejudice of his contract. ‘It is 
quite true,” he said, “ that authorities may be cited as establish- 
ing the proposition that the relation of trustee and cestui gue 
trust does, in a certain sense, exist between vendor and 
purchaser ; that is to say, when a man agrees to sell his estate 
he is trustee of the legal. estate for the person who has 
purchased it as soon as the contract is completed and 
not before. He has so far, having entered into that 
agreement, precluded himself from entering into any other con- 
tract as to the estate until it is decided, either by law or by the 
acts of the parties, that the contract first entered into has been 
rescinded.” And in the House of Lords (L. R. 5 H. L., p. 356) 
Lord Harnertey pointed out that this was substantially in 
agreement with the dictum of Piumer, M.R., in Wall v. Bright 
(supra). 

But in the same case—Shaw v. Foster—Lord Carrns appears 
to have referred the establishment of the trusteeship to the date 
of the contract. ‘I apprehend,” he said, “ there cannot be the 
slightest doubt of the relation subsisting in the eye of a court of 
equity between the vendor and the purchaser. The vendor was 
a trustee of the property for the purchaser; the purchaser was 
the real beneficial owner in the eye of a court of equity of the 
property, subject only to this observation, that the 
vendor, whom I have called a trustee, was not a 
mere dormant trustee, he was a trustee having a personal 
and substantial interest in the property, a right to protect that 
interest, and an active right to assert that interest if anything 
should be done in derogation of it. The relation, therefore, of 
trustee and cestud que trust subsisted, but subsisted subject to the 


‘paramount right of the vendor and trustee to protect his own 


interest as vendor of the property.” 

In Phillips v. Sylvester (L. R. 8 Ch. 173) Lord Sersornyg, C., 
while describing the vendor as “‘ pro tanto a trustee in possession 
for the purchaser,” appears to have also regarded him as a mort- 
gagee in possession, and chargeable on that footing, upon the 
ground that his possession was really by way of maintaining his 
security for the unpaid purchase-money. ‘I see,” he said, “ no 
reason why such a vendor should not be under the same obliga- 
tions as those under which any other person would be who, 
having security on land, insisted on the possession of the land as 
a further security.” This method of stating the liability of 
the vendor in regard to the care and management of the 
property has been adversely criticized (Dart’s Vendors and Pur- 
chasers (6th ed.), p. 734), and is stated to have been disapproved 
of by Jxsszt, M.R. ; but the duty of the vendor, while in posses- 





sion, to take adequate care of the property is undoubted, and has 
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been recognized since that casein Royal Bristol Building Society v. 
Bomash (35 Ch. D. 390) and Clarke v. Ramuz (1891, 2 Q. B. 456), 
“A vendor,” said Kexewicu, J., in the former case, ‘‘ having 
property under his control in his possession which he has con- 
tracted to sell, is bound to keep it in a reasonable state of repair, 
so that a purchaser may take the thing which he has contracted 
to buy, unless there are some special circumstances which alter 
that obligation.” And in Clarke v. Ramuz, Kay, L.J., said: “‘ The 
cases of Phillips v. Sylvester (supra) and Earl of Egmont v. Smith 
(6 Ch. D. 469) clearly establish the proposition that for some 
Pp ses the vendor in possession after a contract for sale of 
land is in the position of a trustee for the purchaser. He has 
certain duties towards the purchaser, one of which is to take 
reasonable care that the property is not deteriorated in the 
interval before completion, and while it is in his possession as 
such trustee.” 

As we have already observed, the duty of avendor to takereason- 
able care of the property while in his possession so as to prevent 
deterioration might very well have been enforced without any 
reference to the existence of a trust, and in any case the trust 
is anomalous to the extent, that, until completion of the 
contract, it cannot be said with certainty that any trust will 
become in the result enforceable. This was clearly put by Jamzs, 
L.J., in Rayner v. Preston (18 Ch. D., p. 18): “I agree that it is 
not accurate to call the relation between the vendor and the pur- 
chaser of an estate under acontract, while the contract is in fiert, 
the relation of trustee and cestui que trust. But that is because it 
is uncertain whether the contract will or will not be performed, 
and the character in which the parties stand to one another 
remains in suspense as long as the contract is im fieri. But 
when the contract is performed by actual conveyance east 
then that completion relates back to the contract, and it is there- 
by ascertained that the relation was throughout that of trustee 
and cestui que trust. Thatis say, it is ascertained that while 
the legal estate was in the vendor, the beneficial or equitable 
interest was wholly in the purchaser.” 

It comes to this, then, that the vendor, while he is in 
possession, is under a duty to the purchaser to take reasonable care 
of the property, a duty the extent of which will depend on the 
circumstances of the case, and the ascertainment of which isin no 
way assisted by reference to the relation of trustee and cestui que 
trust; and that only in the event of the purchase-money being 
paid is there any separation between the legal and beneficial 
interest. But, pending completion, there is the possibility of 
the two being separated, and should completion take place, 
then this separation will be deemed to have existed since 
the date of the contract. On the other hand, if the 
contract goes off, there never has been any separation of the 
beneficial from the legal interest, and the purchaser must be 
treated as having never had any actual interest in the property. 
Upon this view the question which was before Farwe t, J., in 
Ridout v. Fowler (supra) presented no difficulty. A purchaser, 
Gazen, had contracted for the purchase from Fow zr of freehold 
property and had paid a deposit and been let into possession. A 
third party, Rrvovt, recovered judgment against him for a sum 
of £55 and costs, and obtained the appointment of a receiver 
of the rents and profits of the purchased property by way of 
equitable execution. In an action of Green v. Fowler by the 
purchaser against the vendor for specific performance, which 
was commenced after the vendor had given notice to rescind 
the agreement and forfeit the deposit, an order was made by 
which the contract was rescinded, and the vendor paid the 
purchaser £110 to deliver up the property to him. The 
execution creditor claimed that, notwithstanding the rescission 
of the contract, he was entitled to a charge upon the property 
for his debt and costs. But this charge could only have been 
on the interest of the debtor—that is, the purchaser—in the 

roperty, and in the events which had happened the purchaser 
had never had any such interest. The rescission of the contract 
had terminated the possibility of ascribing to him any beneficial 
estate by virtue of the contract. Hence the claim of the 
execution creditor failed. 








It is announced that Mr. Justice Bruce will not go on the Midland 
Circuit at the present summer assizes, as previously arranged, but will 
remain in London. It is expected that a commissioner of assize will be 
appointed to go the circuit in his place. 








—_ 


Reviews. 


Collisions at Sea. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF CoLLISIONS ATSEA, WITH AN APPENDIX 
CONTAINING EXTRACTS FROM THE MERCHANT SHIPPING Act, 1894. 
THE REGULATIONS FOR PREVENTING COLLISIONS AT SEA, 4np 
Loca RULES oF NAVIGATION FOR THE THAMES, MERSEy, ayp 
ELSEWHERE. Firrn Epirion. By R. G. Marspen, Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The uncertainties of navigation unfortunately make collisions and 
their legal consequences a frequent matter of discussion, and the 
practitioner requires a clear statement of the authorities to guide 
him through the intricacies of the subject. It is singular that on one 
important point the law should still be unsettled. That liability for 
collision damage gives a maritime lien, and that this can be 
enforced by proceedings in rem, is clear. But it is not so clear 
whether the mere fact of wrongful handling of the delinquent 
ship gives a right of action, or whether it is further necessary that 
the persons in charge should be the agents of the owners. The 
existence of the action in rem suggests that the ship is liable even 
though the owner is neither directly nor vicariously in fault, and it 
appears that there are decisions in Admiralty which favour this view, 
On the other hand, Brett, L.J., in 7'he Parlement Belge said (5 P. D., 
p- 218), in delivering the judgment of the Court of Appeal, that the 
liability to compensation must be fixed, not merely on the property, 
but also on the owner through the property; and in The Utopia 
(1893, A. C., p. 499) Sir Francis Jeune, in delivering the judgment of 
the Privy Council, said: ‘The foundation of the lien is the 
negligence of the owners or their servants at the time of the 
collision, and if that be not proved, no lien comes into existence, 
and the ship is no more liable than any other property which 
the owners at the time of the collision may have possessed.” 
But in spite of these expressions of opinion, Mr. Marsden considers 
that there may be a remedy in Admiralty proceedings in rem, although 
the person injured could not recover against the owners at common 
law, and that the exact liability of the ship, apart from the question 
of ownership, cannot yet be considered as settled. 

One matter as to which the law in Admiralty clearly differs from 
the common law is in the apportionment of the loss between the two 
ships where both are to blame, a rule which is preserved by section 
25 (9) of the Judicature Act, 1873. The law in this respect, with its 
history and practical application, is very clearly stated in chapter 6, 
and the following chapter gives the statutory limitation on liability, 
a limitation which is peculiar to maritime law. A lengthy chapter is 
devoted to the consideration of the Regulations for Preventing 
Collisions at Sea, and in the appendix are given the relevant sections 
of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 and various local rules for 
preventing collisions. The work constitutes a valuable and complete 
guide to the law of collisions at sea. 





Trustees. 


Tue Law oF TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES. By ARTHUR REGINALD 
RUDALL and JAMES WILLIAM Greic, LL.B., B.A. (Lond.), 
Barristers-at-Law. TuirD Epirion. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 
We are glad to see another edition of this useful collection of 

the statute law relating to trustees. Of the Trustee Act, 1888, only 

section 8, which enables trustees to claim the benefit of the Statute of 

Limitations, and section 1, which defines “trustee,” is still in 

existence. The notes to these sections deal very fully and satisfac- 

torily with the present position of a trustee who wishes to set up the 
lapse of time as an answer to a claim against him. The great bulk 
of the statute law relating to trustees is contained in the Trustee Act, 

1893, and in particular this gives the statutory powers of appointing 

trustees both in and out of court. Many of the difficulties in 

this respect which used formerly to arise have been removed 
by legislation, and the practitioner will find it convenient to have the 
sections of the statute, and the effect of the decisions, set out in the 
neat and compact manner adopted by Messrs. Rudall and Greig. 

Other statutes which are included are the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, 

and Part I. of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, and the appendix con- 

tains useful tables shewing the relation between the Act of 1893 and 
previous legislation, a list of trustees’ investments, the Supreme Court 

Funds Rules, and other information, as well as practical forms under 

the statutes. The book is well arranged and printed and will be 

found very convenient in practice. 


Company Law. 
A SuMMARY OF THE LAw oF Companizs. By T. Eusrace SMITH, 


Barrister-at-Law. EicuTu Epition. By the Avuruor and 
ARTHUR STIEBEL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


Amidst the various works of repute, and also of bulk, which treat 
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— 
exhaustively of the law relating to companies, it is an advantage to 
be able occasionally to have recourse to one which aims at stating the 
law at once lucidly and concisely, and such an aid to the practitioner 
and the student exists in Mr. Eustace Smith’s work, now in its eighth 
edition. The previous edition incorporated the provisions of the 
Companies Act, 1900, so that in the present no new statute law 
has had to be considered, but the addition to the mass of case law 
still goes on and the book has been carefully brought up to date, and 
in part re-written. The appendix contains the Companies (Winding- 
up) Act, 1890, and the Companies Act, 1900. For a short treatise on 
Company Law the book will be found reliable and sufficiently compre- 
hensive. In particular the present somewhat difficult state of the 
law as to payment of dividends where the capital assets of the company 
are deficient is very usefully stated. 





Books Received. 


The English Reports, Vol. XLI.: Chancery XXI., containing 
Mylne & Craig, Vols. 4 and 5; Craig & Phillips; Phillips, Vols. 1 
and 2; Macnaghten & Gordon, Vol. 1. William Green & Sons; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Digest of Justinian. 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Press. 

The Expansion of the Common Law. 
Bart., D.C.L, Hon. LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. 
(Limited). 

Local and Private Bills, 1904: Some Remarks on Pending Legisla- 
tion. By FREDERICK CLirFoRD, K.C. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 

The American Bar Association: The President’s Address. By 
Francis RAWLE, of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 26th Annual 
Meeting at Hot Springs, Virginia, August 26, 1903. Reprinted from 
the Transactions of the Association. 


Translated by CHARLES HENRY Monro, 
Vol. 1. Cambridge: At the University 


By Sir FREDERICK PoLLock, 
Stevens & Sons 








Correspondence. 


The Licensing Bill, 1904. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—With reference to your notes last week on this Bill, I should 
like to raise a point as to the position of county boroughs. 

Section 7 (2) of the Bill provides that ‘this Act shall apply to a 
county borough as if it were a county, with the substitution of the 
whole body of justices acting in and for the borough for quarter 
sessions.” Such justices are not made the borough quarter sessions. 

The Alehouse Act, 1828, gives to ‘‘any person . . . aggrieved 
by any act of any justice” the right to appeal to quarter sessions. 

It would appear that in county boroughs an appeal would lie to the 
quarter sessions of the adjoining county against the taking away of a 
licence on the ground of redundancy pursuant to the powers of the 
new Act, as the new Act is to be construed as one with the Licensing 
Acts, 1828 to 1902 (see section 9 (1) ). JUSTICES’ CLERK. 

June 6. 

(Does our correspondent mean to suggest that there is an appeal 


from the whole body of borough justices, presided over by their 
recorder, to the county quarter sessions? If so, we cannot agree with 
him. There is certainly some obscurity in the matter, and our corre- 
spondent’s view is a plausible one. Where, however, the Bill 
substitutes one body for another, it seems absurd on the face of it that 


there should be an appeal from the first to the second.—Ep S.J] 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Contract Before Incorporation—Subsequent Ratification by 
Company.—The decision of the Court of Common Pleas in Kelner v. 
Baxter (L. R. 2 C. P. 174) was pronounced nearly forty years ago, and 

_been too often recognized as law to require approval by the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 


It decides that an agree- | 


not being sufficient, require some ex: ion. The adoptive contract 
commonly used by company draftsmen is considered good enough to 
bind the company, but it must be remembered that it contains words 
which really make it a new contract.—NATAL LAND AND COLONIZA- 
TION Co. v. PAULINE COLLIERY AND DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE 
(P. C., Dec. 2, 1903) (1904, A. C. 120). 

Winding Up—Creditor Proving Out of Time.—The principles 
as to creditors being allowed to prove, although out of time, are 
practically the same in the winding up of an insolvent company’s 
estate, the bankruptcy of an individual, and the administration of a 
deceased person’s estate, and therefore a decision of the House of 
Lords that, if there is a fund in court in an administration suit, a 
creditor should be allowed to come in and prove (subject to terms as 
to costs and dividends already declared), although the time limited 
for proving has expired, is worth noting with reference to winding-up 
law.—HArrison v. Kirk (, L., Nov. 10, 1903) (1904, A. C. 1). 








Cases of the Week. 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


AKROKERRI (ASHAN'1I) MINES (LIM.) v. ECONOMIC BANK (LIM.) AND 
NOBBS. BIPPOSU MINES (LIM.) v. SAME. ATTASI MINES (LIM) ». 
SAME. ASHANTI MINES (LIM.) v SAME. Bigham, J. 19th May; 
6th June. ; 

Bank—Sroten Curaves—AGents ror CoLtitection—“‘ Honper ’’—Srecran 
Crosstnc—Converston—Briits or Excuancr Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vier. c. 
61), s. 77, suB-sECTION 3; s. 82. 

Claim for damages for conversion and for money had and received. The 
four plaintiff companies carried on business at one address, and the 
defendant Nobbs was a clerk in the companies’ employ. Nobbs, by fraud, 
induced the plaintiffs to sign cheques drawn on the plaintiffs’ bank payable 
to the order of certain persons with whom the plaintiffs had been in 
the habit of dealing. The cheques were given to Nobbs to forward. 
Nobbs, however, stole the cheques, forged the indorsements, and opened 
an account in the name of Evans with the defendant bank. Into this 
account Nobbs paid from time to time the stolen cheques. By the memo- 
randum of association the bank were ‘not to engage in any discount 
operations, or make loans, or permit any overdrafts,” and it was brought 
to Nobbs’ notice at the time of opening his (£.’s) account that the bank 
would not discount bills and that cheques would not be paid against 
until cleared. When a cheque was paid in, it and a paying-in slip were 
handed to the counter clerk, who entered the amount in his book. The 
cheque and slip were then passed jon to the waste-book clerk, who 
entered it in the waste-book, placing the cheque in a box and passing 
the slip to the ledger clerk, who entered the amount in the ledger to 
the credit of E.’s account. The defendant bank crossed the cheques 
specially to ‘‘ Williams, Deacon, & Co.,’? and impressed on the cheque 
beneath the crossing, ‘‘ Account Economic Bank.’’ ‘The cheques were 
forwarded at various times during the day to Williams, Deacon, & Co, 
for clearance. If the cheques were dishonoured, the defendant bank was 
told at 9 a.m. on the following morning, and if no communication was 
made the defendant bank assumed that they had been honoured, and 
credited the amount in Nobbs’ (Evans’) pass-book, under date, however, 
of the paying in of the cheque. The Economic Bank had a current 
account with Williams, Deacon & Co. which was in credit, and a loan account 
which was in debit. As regards the latter Williams, Deacon & Co. held 
sufficient securities of the Economic Bank which had been specifically 
deposited for that purpose. Sometimes the debit to the loan account was 
greater than the credit to the current account. Nobbs was convicted and 
| sentenced. s 

Bicuam, J., held that the Economic Bank had acted in good faith and 
| without negligence, the entries in the bank’s ledger did not make the 
| bank holders for value, and that the bank were acting as mere agents for 
collection and received payment for their customer within the meaning of 

' the Bills of Exchange Act. There was no conversion. An agent for 

| collection comes within the meaning of “holder” in section 77, sub- 

section 3, and the Economic Bank could therefore specially cross the 

' cheques which had been generally crossed. The impressed words were not 

‘an addition to the crossing. Section 82 protected the defendant bank. 


| Judgment for defendants.—Counsei, Serutton, K.C., and Bateson; J. A. 


| Hamilton, K.C., G. Wallace, amd A. M. Talbot. Soricrrors, Stibbard, Gibson, 
| & Co. ; Pritchard & Sons. 
[Reported by W. 'T. Turvox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





| Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re ROWE. Ex parte THE WEST COAST GOLD FIELDS (LIM.). 


ment by a person purporting to act as agent for a company intended Bigham, J. 6th June. 

~ Saga formed, but not then incorporated, is incapable of ratification by | Bayxxurrey — Proor — AMENDMENT — Omission To Vatve Seeurrry — 
€ company when it is registered. But as the members of the) Inapverrencr — Banxrurrey Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), 

Judicial Committee who solemnly approved Kelner v. Baxter included | Screpuie L, x. 10; Scuepuce IL, xe. 13 anv 14. 


such lawyers as Lord Macnaghten, Lord Davey, and Lord Lindley, | 


their decision is worthy of notice. It is clear, according to the 
decision, “that a company cannot by adoption or ratification obtain 
= benefit of a contract purporting to have been made on its behalf 

fore the company came into existence.” The words as to adoption 


Motion by the West Australian Gold Fields (Limited), creditors of the 
bankrupt Rowe, for leave to withdraw their proof and substitute a new one, 


‘or to amend their existing proof by inserting and valuing therein certain 


The bankrupt Rowe had been the holder of 1,800 shares 


securities. ) 
creditor company on which 10s. only was paid up, 


in the 
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and of 3,588 fully-paid shares in the same-company. Upon 
the 26th of January, 1903, the company tendered a proof for con- 
tingent calls upon the partly-paid shares, in which they stated that 
they held no security whatever for their debt. They were admitted to 

rove as unsecured creditors for the sum of £819, estimated contingent 
iability of the bankrupt’s estate for calls, and had received a dividend 
upon their proof. In March, 1904, the company altered its articles of 
association so as to give itself a lien for calls over fully-paid shares as well 
as partly-paid shares. The company now desired to amend their proof by 
inserting as security for their debt their lien over the fully-paid shares of 
the bankrupt now in the hands of the trustee. The trustee opposed the 
amendment upon the grounds that the omission to value their security was 
not due to inadvertence, and that they must be deemed to have surrendered 
all right to the same as provided in rule 10 of Schedule I. of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 

Bicnam, J., dismissed the application and refused to allow the company 
to amend their proof, holding that they could have no right to amend 
in the manner asked unless they could satisfy the court that their omission 
to value their security was due to inadvertence, which in the prerent case 
they had entirely failed to do.—Counsex, Reed, K.C., and Tindale Davis ; 
Muir Mackenzie and P. M. Francke. Sowtcrrors, R. F, Yeo ; Morley, Shirreff, 

Co. 
$ [Reported by P. M. Francxez, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re GREAVES. £x parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER. 
6th June. 
Bankruptcy —ConsoLiDATION—PARTNERSHIP— BANKRUPTCY OF SURVIVING 


PaRTNER—ADMINISTRATION IN Bankruptcy or Esrate or DercrAsep 
Partner—Bankrvuptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), ss. 106, 112, 125. 


Bigham, J. 


Application on behalf of the official receiver for the consolidation of 
the bankruptcy of ©. Greaves with the administration in bankruptcy of 
the estate of his deceased partner, W. H. Greaves. W. H. Greaves died 
before the bankruptcy of C. Greaves, and administration to his estate was 
taken out by his mother, but after the bankruptcy of C. Greaves a creditor 
presented a petition for the administration of the estate of W. H. Greaves 
in bankruptcy under section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1885, and an 
order was made thereon. The bankrupt and his deceased brother had been 

ing on business in partnership upon the Stock Exchange, and most 
of the claims by creditors were against the firm. The official receiver 
therefore applied ex parte for an order for the consolidation of the two 
estates and their administration under the same trustee. 

Bicuam, J., after considering the terms of sections 105, 112, and 125 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, came to the conclusion that the court had power 
to consolidate a bankruptcy with an administration under section 125, and 
made the order accordingly.—Covnset, Muir Mackenzie. Souiciyor, G. 
Tilling. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraxcxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re H. L. LONGBOTHAM & SONS. No. 2. 31st May and Ist June. 
Sorrcrron—Costs—TaxaTioNn—Turimp-party Brit or Mortcacrr’s Sontci- 
tok Taxep ny Mortrcacor—Practice—Souicrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 
Vier. c. 73), s. 38. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported W.N. 
1904, p. 78). This was an application to review a certificate of the taxing- 
master on the taxation by the mortgagor of the bill of costs of the solicitor 
of the mortgagee under section 38 of the Solicitors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 73). By an order dated the 19th of August, 1903, it was ordered that 
the bill of fees and disbursements of a firm of solicitors, which they had 
presented on or about the 4th of July, 1903, and which had been incurred 
in certain work which they had been carrying on for a client with 
reference to the payment off of certain moneys due under a mortgage 
should be referred to the taxing-master to tax and settle the said bill. The 
taxing-master certified that he had taxed the bill upon the principles laid 
down in Re Gray (49 W. R. 298, 45 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat 139 and 355; 1901, 
1 Ch. 239, 49 W. R. Dig. 172), that it was on a party and party basis, 
and that all the items, which in his opinion could not be charged as 
between the mortgagor and the mortgagee, had been taxed off. 
Objection was taken to this taxation by the respondents, the 
solicitors, of their bill of costs under the order of the 19th of August, 
1903. They presented an elaborate list of objections, to which the master 
replied on the 24th of December, 1903. The matter came before Keke- 
wich, J., on a summons, when counsel for the applicants strongly contended 
that the case was completely covered by authority, and that the taxation of a 
bill of costs of the solicitor of a mortgagee as mortgagee must proceed 
according to the rules which would govern the taxation of the same bill of the 
solicitor for the mortgagee personally. Kekewich, J., said that, apart from 
practice, it was a matter of very considerable importance. Most of the cases 
in point are to be found in Beavan's Reports. The learned judge, after he had 
heard counsel for the applicants, and before hearing counsel for the respond- 
ent, and having regard to the decision of Cozens- Hardy, L.J. (then Cozens- 
Hardy, J.) in Re Gray, above referred to, thought it was desirable to obtain 
a certificate from the taxing-master as to what the present practice con- 
sisted of, and he therefore prepared a short case stating the facts and the 
point which was raised, and he gave the taxing-master an opportunity of 
seeing the papers to cee exactly how the matter arose. He received from 
the senior taxing-master a certificate in the following terms: ‘To the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Kekewich,—Your lordship having desired a certifi- 
cate from the Master of the Supreme Court (Taxing Office) of the practice 















generally in cases between the mortgagor and the solicitor of the mort. 
gagee, I beg rie meine to report: That the poate followed 
by the masters under section 38 of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73 (the Solicitors Act) 
up to within recent years was to tax as between the solicitor and the client 
(the parties chargeable in the first instance) and not as between the 
solicitor and the party liable to pay, effect however being given as far as 
possible to the cases of Re Negus (1895, 1 Ch. 73) and Re Abbott (4 L, 7. 
N. 8. 576, 9 W. R. Ch. Dig. 85), and the observations of Cotton, L.J., in 
Re Morecroft (29 So.icrrors’ Journat, 471) in the Court of Appeal. The 
principle, however, laid down by the cases were, in the opinion of the 
masters, considerably extended by the case of Re Gray (1901, 1 Ch. 239), 
and since that case the practice in the taxing office in taxations 
under this section has been to tax apart from the order as 
between the solicitor and the party or estate liable to pay,” 
His lordship said that after that certificate he felt it his duty to follow 
the practice laid down, subject, of course, to his decision being reversed 
by the Court of Appeal. He accordingly dismissed the summons with 
costs, giving leave to appeal. The solicitors appealed, when counsel for 
the appellants cited a great number of cases, most of which are found in 
8,9, 17, 18, 32, and 34 Beavan. 

June 1.—Tne Court (VavcHAN Wriiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harny, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal with costs. 


Romer, L.J., read his judgment as follows: I will first deal with this 
case on the principle that when a third party taxes a bill under section 38 
of the Act of 1843 it is clear both from the wording of the section itself 
and the authorities that the taxation must be on the footing of a taxation 
between the solicitor and theclient. But the third party is not for all pur- 
poses in connection with the taxation to be treated as if he were himself 
the client. For instance, when the client has paid the bill, and might not 
be able to shew special circumstances sufficient to entitle him to have the 
bill taxed, it does not follow that of necessity the third party is thereby 
precluded from obtaining taxation. The proviso at the end of section 38 
shews that. Andin my opinion that proviso is important and useful, anda 
court will doubtless act upon it in cases where justice requires that the third 
party should not be bound by what has taken place between the solicitor and 
the client. Again, the solicitor may have acted for the client in more than 
one completed matter, and the client may not be entitled as against the 
solicitor to obtain delivery of a bill and taxation, except on the footing of 
having all the matters included and taxed. Butif the third party be only 
interested in, and liable to pay the costs of, one matter, it is clear, in 
my opinion, as a matter of principle, that under section 38 he can 
obtain taxation of the bill so far as concerns that one matter only, 
and on the footing of being liable to pay only the taxed costs of that 
matter. And that principle really decides this case, and shews that 
the appeal should fail. For in the present case the third party is a 
mortgagor and he is only interested in the relations between the solicitor 
and his client so far as they concern the position of the client strictly in his 
character of mortgagee. The mortgagor, therefore, is entitled under 
section 38 to have taxation of the solicitor’s bill limited to the items of costs 


incurred by the client strictly in his position of mortgagee. And it 
is on that principle that the taxing-master has proceeded. It may 


well be that the client, as between himself and the solicitor, is liable 
for costs incurred in relation to the mortgaged property, with 
which the mortgagor is not concerned, and for which the mort- 
gagor is not liable. Those will be costs incurred by the 
mortgagee in his personal capacity so far as concerns the 
mortgagor, and not costs incurred by him in the capacity of mort- 
gagee strictly and properly considered, and accordingly would not have to 
be taxed or considered by the taxing-master in a taxation by the mort- 
gagor as third party. And I may add, though it may not be necessary to 
do so for the purposes of the present case, that if the mortgagee chose 
to sanction a charge of his solicitor beyond what he and the solicitor 
knew, or must be taken to have known, could be properly charged as 
against the mortgagor, though the mortgagee might be bound for the 
excess by reason of his sanction, the mortgagor would not be bound, 
for the sanction by the mortgagee would be held to be given by 
him in his personal capacity, and not in his capacity of mortgagee. 
With regard to the authorities they are so numerous that I do not pretend 
to say that all the observations of the various judges who decided them, 
can be reconciled. But the principle on which this judgment is based, is 
not, in my opinion, contrary to any express decision that has been cited. I 
do not think it will serve any useful purpose to go through the cases cited 
seriatim. The appeal will accordingly be dismissed with costs. 

VauGHaNn Vi~iiamMs and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred. —CovnszL, 
George Lawrence; T. L. Wilkinson. Soxicrrors, Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for 
Longbotham § Sons, Halifax ; Indermaur § Brown, for Pearce, Todmorden. 

[Reported by A. R. Tay tour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








A tragic event occurred in the Court of Appeal, gn Tuesday. After Mr. 
James Dunbar had concluded his speech in the case of Logan v. Bank of 
Scotland and Others, and while Mr. Rufus Isaacs, K.C., was addressing the 
court, Mr. Dunbar was seized with sudden illness and was removed to the 
King’s College Hospital, where he died. Next morning Mr. Isaacs said he 
regretted to say that he was informed that the counsel for the appellant 
(Mr. James Dunbar), who had argued the case yesterday with great ability, 
had unfortunately died yesterday soon after the rising of the court. 
these circumstances he assumed that the hearing of the case would be 
adjourned. The Master of the Rolls said: ‘1 am exceedingly shocked to 
hear what you, Mr. Isaacs, have just told us, As you say, Mr. Dunbar 
argued the case yesterday with remarkable ability. The hearing of the 
case will be adjourned.”’ 
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Law Societies. 
The Law Society. 


Total attendances on Council and committees from the 2lst of April, 
1903, to the 6th of May, 1904, inclusive. 
Council. Committees. Name. 
25 14 . Milme ... 
134 Morrell 
19 Pennington .. 
27 », Rawle... e 
28 ir A. K. Rollit ... 
17 . Samson 
5 Stewart 
24 Taylor... 
Trower 
ss Walters 
i | Wightman ... 
Mr. Frere ... . Winterbotham 
Freshfield », Witham 
, Gillett... Extraordinary Members 
Godden ms of the Council elected 
, Gray ... sapien in December, 1903 : 
Gray Hill... Mr. W. C.M. Adam 


Gribble cr », J. B. Carslake 
» F.F.Cartwright 
C. J. E. Crosse 
T. Eggar a 
E. H. Fraser ... 
C. E. Longmore 
R. 


Sir John Hollams... 
Mr. Humfrys 
Johnson 
8. H. King 


Pybus ooo 
F. P. Rhodes... 


Margetts 
C. E. Stevens... 


Marshall 

Mathews 

Total number of attendances on the Discipline Committes from the 7th 
of May, 1903, to the 5th of May 1904, inclusive’: 

... 31) Mr. Morrell ose ove ~ we 

27] ,, Walters hike a oe 

18; ,, Witham ... a“ ww. 42 

24| 
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Law Association for the Benefit of Widows and 
Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis and 
Vicinity. 

The eighty-seventh annual general court was held at the Hall of the Law 
Society on the 31st day of May, 1904, Mr. Cuartes Burr, one of the vice- 
presidents, being in the chair. Among those present were Mr. S. J. Daw 
and Mr. F. T. Birdwood (the treasurers), Mr. erick Foss, Mr. R. H. 
Peacock and Mr. John Vallance (directors), and several members, includ- 
ing Messrs. G. H. Radford, H. W. Carter, G. M. Davey, H. E. Gribble, 
U. T. H. Brandon, L. O. Eagleton, E. S. Courroux, W. M. Woodhouse, 
and E. E. Barron (the secretary). 

The directors’ report and balance-sheet for the year ending the 20th of 
May, 1904, were submitted. After setting out the investments, the 
report states :— 

The receipts of the association for the past year were as follows : 

£ 8. d. 

1,282 3 1 

278 5 0 

2212 0 


Total £1,583 01 


Life subscriptions ... ae £42 0 0 


The directors have distributed £480 amongst ten members’, and £422 
— twenty-five non-members’ cases, making the total relief granted 


Dividends on investments ... 
Annual subscriptions 
Donations ... ae 


Since the formation of the association in 1817 the amount of relief 
granted to members and their families is £76,423, and to solicitors (non- 
members) and their families, £14,987, making a grand total of £91,410. 

A further sum of £200 Local Loans Stock has been purchased and 
added to the investments previously held, and their remains a cash balance 
inhand of £511 0s, 3d. towards the expenditure of the current year. 

With deep regret the directors have to report the deaths of the following 
members of the association: Mr. William Dawes Freshfield, for many 
years a director, Mr. Grantham R. Dodd, Mr. A. E. Payne, Mr. J. C. 
Rees, Mr. W. H. Taylor, and Mr. W. M. Wilkinson. 

Twenty new members have joined the association during the past year, 
of whom four are life members, making a total of 397 members, of whom 
128 are life members. 

é Cnarrman having dwelt on the importance and value of the 
association, and the advantages to its members. 

- Daw, as chairman of the board for the past year, moved the adoption 
of the report, after calling attention to the salient points and the generall 
satisfactory state of the association, the motion being unanimously carried. 

The Lord Chief Justice was re-elected president, and Mr. Charles Burt, 
Sir John Hollams, Mr. Laurence Desborough, and Mr. Sidney Smith were 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, -lane, on the 8th inst., Mr. 
Richard Pennington, J.P., in the chair. The other directors presen 
being Sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. W. F. Blandy ing), H. 
Holland Burne (Bath), H. Morten Cotton, A. Daven , mR A, 
(Manchester), W. H. Gray, J. R. B. Gregory, H. E. Gribble, C. G. May, 
W. Arthur Sharpe, R. S. Taylor, Maurice A. ie, and J. T. Scott 
(secretary). A sum of £443 was distributed in grants of relief, thirty new 
members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
was transacted. 


The Land Transfer System. 


Speakinc at the annual meeting of the Building Societies Association at 
Leeds on Wednesday, Mr. Edward Wood, of the Temperance Permanent 
Benefit Building Society, the president, said that the question of compul- 
sory registration of title had been before the association for three years, 
and he. was afraid it would be before them for many years tocome. He 
was sincerely desirous of seeing a system introduced that would be 
workable, and at the same time cheap and expeditious. Speaking 
from his own experience, he said they had through the office with 
which he was associa‘ 1,300 i jons since the Act came 
into operation, and although his opinion did not correspond with 
that of the Lord Chancellor, he would be rather disposed to use an 
illustration, and tosay : A man may bea clever chef, and understand all 
about the preparation of dishes, but as to the quality of those dishes he 
would rather take the opinion of the gentlemen who sit round the table 
and eat the dinner. ese 1,300 cases had cost the borrowers in round 
figures an average of two guineas per case more than they would have cost 
if the system of land registration had not been in operation. And, in 
addition to the expenses connected with the mortgage, there was an 
additional expense also connected with the conveyance or assignment. If 
an owner wanted to sell his property now he had to prove his title in exactly 
the same way as if the title had not been registered at all. Unless some 
scheme could be devised of getting absolute title, cheaply and expeditiously, 
his personal advice to the representatives of other counties was to oppose 
the bringing this Act into operation until some simpler and cheaper mode 
had been devised. 














Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. W. A. Wiiu1aMs, the solicitor to the Hackney Borough Council, has 
been elected Town Clerk of Hackney. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Admission. 

Mr. Alfred Hammond, solicitor, of 25, Bedford-row, London, W.C., has 
taken into partnership Mr. Eustace Bernarp Ames, solicitor, of 218, 
Strand, W.C., and the firm will practise at the above address under the 
style of Hammond & Ames, ; 

Dissolutions. 

Cxartes Hvupson Bernnetr, Toomas Gopwin Cuance, and ALFRED 
Epwarp Frruis, solicitors (Bennett, Chance, & Ferris), 68, Coleman-street, 
London. May 27. The business will in future be carried on by the said 
Charles Hudson Bennett and Alfred Edward Ferris, under the style of 
Bennett & Ferris. 

Wituram Brice and James Amy Remon, solicitors (Brigg & Remon), 
Harpenden. June 3. The said James Amy Remon will continue business 
in his own name only ; the said William Brigg will carry on business at 14, 
Clifford’s-inn, London. 

Antuvur Freperick Harratr, ALEXANDER Po.iock, and Herserr James 
Rosson, solicitors (Harratt & Pollock), 27, Ely-place, Holborn, London. 


June 1. So far as regards the said Herbert James Robinson. 
(Gazette, June 7. 


General. 

A hostile judge, says the Daily Telegraph, is a dangerous enemy ; but an 
oepinattle one rag always as helpful as he thinks. ‘‘ You seem,”’ 
said a Lord Justice recently to a counsel appearing for a respondent, ‘‘ to 
have been fruitlessly endeavouring to moderate the gale which was 
blowing in your favour.’’ 

As one of the few occasions when the wit of Rufus Choate was foiled, 
an incident is, says the Central Law Jowrnal, recalled when that brilliant 
lawyer was examining one Dick Barton, chief mate of the ship Challenge. 
Choate had cross-examined him for over an hour, hurling questions with 
the speed of a rapid-fire gun. ‘‘ Was there a moon that night?” 
“Yes, sir.’’ ‘‘Did you see it?” ‘‘No, sir.” ‘“‘Then how did 
you know there was a moon?” “The ‘Nautical Almanac’ 
said so, and I’ll believe that sooner than any lawyer in the 
world.” ‘‘ Be civil, sir. And now tell me in what latitude and longitude 
you crossed the equator ?’’ ‘‘ Ah, you are joking.”’ ‘‘ No, sir, I’m in 
earnest and I desire an answer.”’ ‘‘That’s more than I can give.” 
‘* Indeed. You a chief mate and unable to answer so simple a q Ha 
‘* Yes, the simplest question I ever was asked. I thought even a fool of 





appointed vice-presidents, and the board of directors and other officers 
Were re-appointed, 


a lawyer knew there’s no latitude at the equator.’’ 
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In reply to Mr. Channing, who asked whether he would consider the 
eral demand for the passing into law of the Prevention of Corruption 
Bill, and would take steps to secure the second reading at an early date 
with a view of its being passed this Session, Mr. Balfour, in a printed 
reply, says: ‘‘I should be glad to see this Bill passed, but the state of 
public business does not enable me at present to make any definite 
arrangement as to taking the further stages of the measure.’’ 

An opinion of Wilkes, J., of the Tennessee Supreme Court, holds, says 
the American Case and Comment, that a goose is not an ‘‘ animal or obstruc- 
tion’ for which the statute requires a train to signal or stop when an 
animal or obstruction is before it on the track. The opinion says: “It is 
true a goose has animal life, and in the broadest sense is an animal; but 
we think the statute does not require the stopping of trains to prevent 
running over birds, such as geese, chickens, ducks, pigeons, canaries, or 
other birds that may be kept for pleasure or profit. . . . The line 
must be drawn somewhere, and we are of the opinion that the goose is a 
proper bird to draw it at.”’ 

That the Penal Servitude Bill is not an unnecessary effort to deal with 
the habitual criminal is, says the Globe, shewn by the latest new volume of 
“¢ Criminal Statistics.” According to the returns from the various police 
districts, the number of habitual criminals at large in England and Wales 
in 1902 was 4,320, of whom 3,346 were men and 974 women. Apart from 
London, in which nearly 1,000 habitual criminals were enjoying a 
temporary freedom, the capital of the Midlands is the district in which 
these gentry are most numerous. There were 303 in Birmingham, 281 in 
Sheffield, 265 in Leeds, 239 in Manchester, and 165 in Liverpool. Another 
fact which deserves to be remembered in the House of Commons is that 
no fewer than 5,768 prisoners convicted at assizes and quarter sessions in 
1902 had been previously convicted—nearly twice as many as the number 
against whom no former convictions could be proved. 

We have received a specimen sheet of an ingenious scheme for noting 
up reports which Messrs. Stevens & Haynes propose to issue if sufficient 
support can be obtained. There are sheets, perforated like postage 
stamps, with four columns. The left-hand column indicates the place 
where a case is to be noted up, specifying how far it has affected the 
earlier decision (0. being used for ‘‘ overruled,” f. for ‘‘ followed,”’ r. for 
“referred to’? in the judgment, and c. for ‘cited’? by counsel in 
argument). The right-hand column can be torn off, and, after removal of 
the number, will be found to be of such a size that it will fit into the 
margin of the report of the earlier decision, for which purpose it will be 
gummed at the back. In addition to the labour saved and the obvious 
advantage in clearness of type over writing, the reports will look much 
neater than when noted up in ink ; the practitioner will be certain that he 
has every case completely noted up (for it is intended to refer to every case 
that has been cited or referred to in any way), and his reports, instead of 
being damaged by the present system of notation, will be materially 
increased in value. Itis proposed to issue the numbers to subscribers at 
the rate of 5s. per annum, 

The Times publishes a draft which has been prepared of the special rules 
to be framed by the Home Secretary under the Penal Servitude Bill. The 
more important part is as follows: There shall be three divisions of penal 
servitude—viz., ‘‘ A,”’ the ordinary division: ‘ B,’’ the habitual offenders’ 
division for convicts placed therein by order of the court; ‘‘C,” the long- 
sentence division for selected convicts who are sentenced to terms of more 
than ten years, and who have served more than seven and a-half years. 
All convicts shall be placed in the ordinary division on reception, and, 
unless ordered by the court under any future statute to be placed in the 
habitual offenders’ division, shall remain in that division for the whole of 
their detention when the sentence is not more than ten years, or, in cases 
where the sentence is over ten years, until the Secretary of State shall 
authorize their being placed in the long-sentence division. The case of 
every convict in the ordinary division whose sentence is in excess of ten 
years shall be submitted by the directors to the Secretary of State as soon 
as he has earned the marks representing that period for the purpose of 
decision whether he shall be placed in the long-sentence division. In 
deciding whether a convict shall be placed in this division regard will be 
had to his offence, his general character and antecedents, and his conduct 
and industry in prison. All convicts in the ordinary division shall be 
classified by the directors immediately after conviction as follows—viz., 
(a) the star class ; (4) the intermediate class; and (ec) the recidivist class 
Convicts of each class shall, as far as practicable, be kept apart by them- 
selves, and not be allowed to associate with convicts of the other classes. 
Rules follow as to each of these classes. 

At the Mansion House dinner to the judges on Wednesday, the Lord 
Mayor, in proposing the toast of ‘‘ His Majesty’s Judges,” said he was once 
told by a judge that you could get more fun for your money out of the law 
than out of anything else. First of all there was the court of summary 
jurisdiction, then there was the Divisional Court, then the Court of Appeal, 
then the House of Lords, and even then all the resources of the law were 
not exhausted, for there remained the Court of Bankruptcy. The Lord 
Chancellor, in responding, said that the system of justice with which we 
were familiar commanded, he thought, the respect and admiration of 
every country in the world. He said that advisedly, because whenever 
there was a dispute between anybody or any country he was requested, 
with an insistence which was sometimes rather embarrasisng, to spare one 
of his Majesty’s judges to adjudicate. He rather resented the idea that 
the modern judges were so very much better than their predecessors, and 
that distinguished and honest judges began at the Revolution. ‘There 
were distinguished and honest judges before the Revolution. Sir 
Matthew Hale’s reputation remained through all time and ought not 

to be regarded as a singular exception. The judges had always shewn 
that they were, in ancient as well as in modern times, independent of 
power which might inflict injury upon them by reason of the judgments 


they pronounced. In saying that he did not except the modern judges 
because the balance of power had shifted. It was perfectly true to say 
that the power of the autocratic monarch to displace a judge because 
he gave an unpopular judgment had passed away ; but it was equally true 
to say that that power had shifted its position, and that the judge who 
now represented the independence and honour of the bench had to meet 
another autocratic power—he meant the power of what was culled popular 
opinion. The judge who yielded to popular opinion and proncunced g 
judgment because it would be a popular judgment would be as base and 
subservient a slave to evil passion and to the idea of getting his own 
popularity in these times as the judge who in ancient times yielded to the 
power of the crown. 








At the annual general court of the Royai Exchange Assurance Corpora- 
tion, held on the 8th inst., it was decided that a further dividend of 10 per 
cent. free of income tax should be paid, making with the dividend of 
4 per cent. paid on the 6th of January last, £14 per cent. on the Capital 
Stock of the corporation for the year 1903. 
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Winding-up Notices. 

London Gazette.—Frivay. June 3, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep In CaANCERY. 

Canton Cross Brewery, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before July 15, to send 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or clains to William 

McDonald, 29, Queen st, Cardiff Rees, Cardiff, solorto liquidator 

Dover Exrecrricity Surety Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 24, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the 
liquidators, at the offices, Park st, Dover Mowll & Mowll, Castle st, Dover, solors for 
liquidators 

InpusTRIALS and Patents Excuanar, Liuirep - Petn for winding up, presented May 31, 
directed to be heard June 14. Gribble & Co, Bedford row, for J. Harrop White, 
Manstield. solors for petner Notice of apoearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 13 

Jott Stock Trust anp Finance Corporation, Limrrep - Petn for winding up, presented 
May 31, directed to be heard June 14 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st, solors for petners 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of June 13 

Lancasuire Trust anD Mortaace Insurance Corroration, Limrrep—Petn for winding 
up, presented June 2, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chanceller at St George's Hall, 
Liverpool, June 13, at 10.30 Wharton & Wilde, Manchester, solors for petners Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 2 o'clock in the afternoon of 
June 11 

Leiagn Dygtna Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Boardman, 
104, King-street, Manchester Dootson, Leigh, solor for liquidator 

Nationat Erecrric Tracrion Co, Limtrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 1, 
directed to be heard June 14. Hargreaves & Joblin, Stone bldgs, Linceln’s inn, solors 
for petners, Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 0 clock 
in the afternoon of June 13 

Prantation Minina Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Conway, 
Old Bank bldgs, Chester , 

Suaprortn, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 4, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Gillespie, 4), Westgate 
rd, Newcastle upon Tyne. Graham & Shepherd, Sunderland, solor to liquidator 

Speen Vattey Hyaresic Steam Launpry Co, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or 
befor? July 1, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of thei debts or 
claims, t» Percy Raglan Sewell, Queen Anne chmbrs, Sunbridge rd, Bradford. Beldon 
& Ackroyd, Bradford, solrs for liquidator 

London Gazette.—Turspay, June 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimireD tv CHANCERY. ' 

C Evpee & Co. Limitep - Creditors are required, on or before June 24, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Nicholson, 
12, Wood st, Cheapside. Morley, Cheapside, solor for liquidator J 

Carreynypp Cotuigry Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 26, directed to 
be heard befure the Swansea Court, June 22. Greenwood & Greenwood, Mitre court 
bidgs, Temple, for Gee & Edwards, Victoria chmbrs, Ox‘ord st, Swansea, solors for 
petners Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of June 20. F 

Evecrro-Vogrrker Syxpicate, Limirep—Petn for windiag up, presented June 4, directed 
to be heard at the County Court. Park st. Croydon, June 28, at 11. Cave & Cu, East- 
cheap, solors for the petners Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
luter than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 27 4 

Faiston Got¥ Cion, Luntrep —Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Hardy 
King, 13, Basingha!l st : 

Loxpon AND WesTRALIAN Mines AnD Finance Acency, Limirep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Sept 3, to send their names and adoresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Albert William Wyon, 3, Fredericks pl, Old Jewry . 

Unitrep Cana Coat, Ling, AnD Burtpinc Mareriazs Co, Linitteo—Creditors are required, 
on or beforé July 6. to send their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Arthur Warr King, 10, Milton rd, Gravesend 

W & 8 Rusnrortn, Lonrev (ix Liguratioy) - Creditors are required, on or before 
Julv 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Tom Broadhead, 8, Westgate. Dewsbury 

Wany & Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 20, directed to be heard June 15, 
at 12. Bates & Mountain, Great Grimsby, for Wiltshire & Sons, South quay, Great 
Yarmouth, solorsfor petners. Notice of appearing must 1each the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock ia the afternoon of June 14. 

Witrrep Cortox. Liurrep— Petn for winding up, presented June 2, directed to be heard 
June 21. Webb-Ware, Southampton st, Strand, solor for petner. Notice of 
; must reach the above-named not, later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

une 20 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


toTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Date Emercency Aprgrau Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
= Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. FAkWweLt. 

Monday, June........... 13 Mr. Pemberton Mr. W. Leach Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesday............ —_ Jackson Theed Church R. Leae 
Wednesday .......00:+...15 R. Leach W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Thareday ... ...... 16 Godfrey Theed Church R. Lead 
ES, Beal W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Saturday ./..........18 Carrington Theed Church R. Leach 
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Tuesday 
Wednes¢ 
Tharsda: 
Friday . 
Suturday 


LIMORE 
J. * Bucasnity,J. Waxtros, J. 


eo Paw 





| 
| 
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|Kernepy,J.| Ripvry, J. Biouam, J. Danuixo, J. 
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Bruce, J. 
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| Wurenr, J. 
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Lawrancr, 





NTHAM, 
J. 


Wis, J. G4 


Justice. 
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ndges, - 
to say Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ecalise Buckuey. JoycE. Swinren Eapy. Wagrinaton. The Property Mart. 
y true Monday, June.. r. Jackson Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington Mr. Theed 
© who Tuesday “ Pemberton King Beal W. Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
) meet Wednesday .. ........- eae en a ocae id 
Thursday ....-..-. 4 emberton ae. . June 13.—Messrs. Bropre, Times, & Co., oe the P am at 2:— N. (Crouch 
— Friday pesveste Jackson Farmer Carrington Semi-detached Residence, large ga t"posesion, Bator, Adciptexs 
pai Baturday ees os - Pemberton King Beal G Selim, Esq., London —Highgate, x ‘Giteroy P Park) Residence, 
e and with shady grounds of one-third acre. Beneficial lease eat aoe 12 at ratead t =. 
$8 own Solicicors, messrs Lindsay, Greenfield, & Masons, London. : Non- 
: basement Frech old Residence, situate ‘on high g round. Vacant nan hg Wisechold 
to the 
—— ase oo tiah —~ i stations, — ee as No. 67, Fitzjohn’s-avenue, 
° eta sd lectric it. Vacanti licitors, ‘Messrs. erly & Sons, 
‘ snail ° 2 Lee —South Hampstead (close to 44 Stations): Well-built, red-brick, 
High Court of Justice. King s Bench Division. pea sie Residence. Solicitors, Messrs. Church, Adams, & Prior, oot (See 
tO beg af cating 779) Mart, at ‘The Freeh 
10 per Trinity Sirrimcs, 1904. June 13.—Messrs. E1.oaer, at the at 2:— old of Important Pro; No. 
aa , Seeaiteiae 150, Strand ; frontage of 26 feet, one door from Somerset Semen Vacant pmo 2 at 
“see Midsummer, , H. St. John H. Bashall, Eaq., London. 
apital ; 4 ment, this week, p. iv.) 

~ ‘i June 14.—Messrs. DEBE NHAM, Tew _ Farmer, & Barpcewares, at the a, at 2:— 

<] - Kensington (five minutes’ walk from Kensington High-street Station on th: 

a Z Railway and the main omnibus routes, and a little —— from from Kensington 

ed Zz and Hyde Park): Freehold Residence. Solicitors, Messrs. Sandilands & — 

: —Blackheath : Excellent Leasehold Family Residence, of imposing elevation, with 

= x Py modern and approved sapitation and well fitted throughout ; stabling and grounds of 

: = Es an acre. With possession. Solicitors, Messrs. Herbert Smith, Goss, King, & 

9 al : $2 , London. "Ge advertisements, June 4, p. ii.) 

a % aR fessrs. CHampion & Bu spy, at the Mart, at 1 :—Reversion (absolute) to Fund 
to send = A Z amounting to £3,004 10s. 9d., on mortgage of pro a in Lowestoft and neighbour- 
Villiam = hood ; duty free ; lady, born in 1848. Solicitors, Reeve & Mayhew, Lowestoft. 

- x (See advertisements, this w p.v 
e U, to rl = se June 14.—Mr. Epwix Evans, at the Mart, at 2 :—Freehold Gata of the Highest 
to the ~ ry i, Class. Keversions in 17} years to 53 years. Solicitors, Messrs. Hare ae gy ., London.— 
lors for 4 - BaF Fulham: Freehold Ground-rents of £47 5s. per annum Reversion 

8 iz Ov in 83} years to £327 12s. perannum. Solicitors, Messrs. yy & 8o0n, London — 
May 31, a ” Ealing’: Freehold Ground-rents of £139 3s. per annum, on 18 residences and houses. 
White, . 2B me Rack- rents £870 per annum. Solicirors, Messrs. Braunstein & Skelton, London. '(See 
ot later 2 58 2° £ advertisements, June 4, p. viii.) 

a. se n r) June 14.—Messrs. Davip Burnett & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Southgate: Valuable F 
esented cic) og d gq hold Building —" containing an area of 84 acres, free from restrictions, co rising 
petners = me re) S the Friern Lodge Estate, possessing a valuable a gg et of 1a feet to Fen ate 
ernoon . oe o o lane, now being widened by the District Council. . James & James, 

2 = London. (See advertisement, June 4, p. iv.) 
vinding = mt 3 June 15.—Messrs Baxter, Payne, & Labena at the Bickley Hotel, , oticiaies Chislehurst 
"s Hall, 2 Ag z Station, at 5:—Kent, Chislehurst: Bickley Park Estate. Twenty-four Plots of 

Notice in BO 5 Valuable Freehold Building Land, occupying fine positions within a few minutes’ walk 
noon of < ae | of the Station, Golf Links, and Common. ‘ater is obtainable from the Kent Water 

5 Be oa Company, and Gas and Electric Light are in the main roads. Solicitors, Messrs. 
ad their ™ 2 ca A . Upton, Atkey, & Co., London. (See advertisement, June 4, p. vii.) 
rdman, » E] =| L June 15.—Messrs. Dou aLas Youne & Co, at the fen 2:— 

$ : 5 5 Bermondsey: street): Two Freehold Building havi 
June 1, -% & A -¥ together covering an area of 9,820 sq. ft. Solisitors: Bi Messrs. 

., solors | ‘3 Bs ‘3 London,—Clapbam Common : Residence ; let at £40. Two A 4, Houses ; rental 
0 clock < 5 = Z £38. Solicitors, Messrs. H & Hughes, London.—East Dulwich: Investment in 

= L. : Shop Property, within a short distance of East Dulwich and Peckham-rye Stations ; 
to send ez 25 m me let re £42. Solicitor, Henry Savidge, Esq., London. (See advertisements, June 4, 
Jon way, * 24, Ex a p. 

- ‘SB 23 4 June 15.—Messrs. Epwixn Fox & Bousriexp, at the Mart, at 2:—Harrow: Freehold 
nes and = Aa oe oe g Investment, comprising Family Residence and six Private Houses ; value £700 per 
‘est gate g ‘2 Bo 2 annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Lawrance, Webster, Messer, & Taylor, London. —City of 

a ZA a“ London : Leasehold Investment, 98 & 94, U ‘Thames-street ; let on leases 
|, ON OF . . at £950 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Vandercom & Co., London.— iden, 3 
ebts or sl Zz Capital Freehold Building Estate of 11 acres, with frontages to good 

Beldon ra & Solicitors, Messrs. Guscotte, Wadham, Bradbury, & Tickell, London. (See advertise- 

ic oe ments, this week, p. v.) 

‘3 June 15.—Messrs. H. E. a & Conmemens at the Mart, at 2 :—Freehold Ground-rents 

- a at Stratford, £140; Bethnal Green, £38 Solicitor, Walter E. 

- — —Islington : Freehold Shop, rental £28 ; Miolloway, rental £47 ; Upper Holloway, rental 
r names ° z ¥ =| nk £46 16s.; Up Holloway, rental £38. Battersea Park: 5 and 6, Wellington-road, 
*holson, 4 = 5 sé Freehold. So! icitors, Messrs. Oldfield, Bartram, & Oldfield, London.—Hanwell : Free- 

4 > 5 b> SA, hold Building Estate, situate close to Hanwell Station, Great Western Railway main 
ected to % a z weg line, and the electric tramway P ee to yo Bush ; nome one or two lots ; ion 

e court g Le A a~ sé on completion. : Freehold Properties 
lors for 3 ; in the centre of this —s Cc town, near the ciation and close to the High- 
k in the ~ 2 a street ; Lot 1—Deal General Post Office, comprising substantially constructed Business 

4 I = Premises, let to the Postmaster-General for 35 years at £220 per annum; Lot 2—11 
directed 8 & & Villa Residences value £365 per annum; giving a iy of £585 per annum. Solicitor, 
», East- 2 7 3 J. J. Williamson, Esq., Deal. (See advertisements, this week, back page 
ned not F 5 Zz June 15, 16, and 17.—Messrs. Desennam, TewsoX, Farmer, & Somente WATER, on the 

‘ Premises, at 12:—The Manor House, Ditton Hill, , & mile from — 
nd their 5 85 Station: Antique and Modern aa cabinets, 10 Be ver 
| Hardy ¢ PE carved chairs, _Dessdwend cottage piano, billiard table, pictures, &c. 

= ee ment, June 4 
equired, 2 Of: June 16.—-Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart :—Streatham, overiosking Testing Bec- 
ir debts . gS common: Freehold double-fronted corner Residence; let’ at £120 per annum, but 

m4 OF sion can be had on completion i re ‘sequined. Solicitors, Messrs. Burton & ‘Son, 
equired, . sap: a ondon. —Hackn close to Railway Station: Freehold 
debts or 4 “dap 4 known as No. 2, Mentmore-terrace, London- a 

<. 3 5 > 100ft. partly Gesteared by fire. Solicitors, Mesars. Birchall, London. 
+ before § SB : ments, June 4, p. vii.). 
- claims, < 55 ‘g June 16.—Messrs. TRoLLor x, at the Mart, at 2:—11 Grosvenor, Pines, 5. S.W., and Stabling, 

= Zz the centre aad most imposing house of a be ny bloc! ving the exceptionally 
June 15, “= -—_———_—_— = 5 wide frontage of about 50ft., directly ovis O a His Majesty’s Palace ; 
7, Great | Zz © wo 5 held by lease from his Grace the Duke of Westminster for a term having 52} years. 
not later E 3 £ 3 2 a Messrs. Lawrence, Graham, e Co., London. (See advertisements, June 4, 

5 EI 32 5 
be heard 3 5 S EB aj June 16. pam, Bosom. Wore. & Co., at. the Mart, ust, ot 1 :— Gantt, ae 
tice of 5 & S Freehold Building Estate wi yp x main situate on 
noon of - A] 4 ground, near Clapton Common, within 4h 43 miles tee Bank of . Solicitors, 

s Or = Messrs. neg Nocton & ughton, ae, advertisements, Frechald Dwaling- 

= Se | & June 16.—Messrs. C. C. & T. Moonn, af the Mart, at 5 Per : Five Freehold 

a J ae & x houses, let at rents amounting to £140 8s. per annum.— ‘End : Freeho Freehold Shop and 

| bl ae Stable, let at £44 4s. per annum.—Mile End: Seven short Leaseholds tg em 

3 ae P I £197 12s. per annum.—Chadwell Heath, Essex: Freehold hold Property, Dwell 

= Pe having an ares of my pp pe yy ee, 

Fy d house £1 a week.—Mile End : Dwelling-house, let at 

8 3 = s. £27 6s. Solicitor, E. J. Marsh, Eeq., London.—Mile End : Tue Leasehold Dwelling- 

O& & 2 a3 houses, let at weekly rents amo’ to £92 6s. perannum. Solicitor, T. An Ne 

ustice 2 = ~ ss London. Leytonstone: Six Freehold D let at weekly ren’ roo 
VELL. 85 a A - 35 £158 123. per annum.—Leytonstone: Freehold -rent of £50 per annum.—W: 
atrey 3 a = ' ford: The Freehold Ground-rent of £27 per annum. Solicitor, J- Mills, Baq., London. 

Leach se sie eee _ —Plaistow: Freehold —— let at £24 lds. _— annum. Solicitor, E. ‘Cea? 
vl frey i) a R 8 London —Mile Ead: Short Leasehold, let at £57 4s, Solicitors, Messrs, Sayer & 

Leach London.—Kingsland : sTensebold ry Ai aes EE RS at £90 per annum. Solicitors, 
xifrey b> g Messrs. Sandom, pene & 

S 5 with vacant possessi Belictors | oo Ve Couto, 8 
7 Norfolk House, iL aaien eh Ww : ee eel Raat tentens per aa. 
Solicitors, E A. T. Breed, Esq., Brighton.—Leytonstone 
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£35 per annum; two otbers to be sold with vacant possession. Solicitor, W. L. 
Goldsworthy, Esq., London.—Limehouse: Four Freeholds, producing £104 per annum. 
Leigh-on-Sea : Five Plots of Freehold Land. stone : Six Leasehold Hous:s, 
produciog £187 4s. bet sua. South Hackney: Leasehold Residence, let at £57 p2r 
apnum. Solicitor, J. Mills, Esq., London.—C>»mmercial-road: 12 Short Leasehold 
Houses. producing £527 16s. per annum. Solicitor, Joseph Davis, Esq., London. 
(See advertisements, June 4, p. viii.) 
June 16.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrsr & CranrFiELp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REVERSIONS : 
To £7,000, on the decease of the survivor 4 _ ladies, aged 50 and 57 respectively. 
Folicitor, A. J. Ellaby. Esq., Southam 
To £2,000, ona Fand ; gentleman — ‘él. Solicitors, Messrs. Bird, Strode, | 
& Bird, London 
To On--fonorth of £1.310. Solicitors, Messr>. Hunter & Haynes, London. 
To One-ninth of a Trust Fund, valued at £33 000, on the deceas? of a lady aged 66. 
Solicitors, Messrs. W. H. Smith & Son, London. 
ANNUITY of £48 per annum ; geatleman aged 50. 
LIFE INTERESTS : 
To £1,205 Great Western Railway Vive per Cent, Consolidated Preference Stock : 
gentleman aged 35. “olicitor, W. H. Brown Esq., Bristo). 
In One-fifth of a Fund in Home Railway Stocks, &c., producing £883 per annum ; 
lady aged 54. Solicitors, Messrs. Hubbard & Shepard. London. 
In £1,&5 Great Western Railway ore Cent. agg ey Preference Stock ; 
gentleman aged 35. Solicitor, W. Brown, 
INTEREST = a lady i me ~ sum of £2,000, with covering Caer. * Golicitor, L. Weather- 


, Lond 
POLICIES for % for £3. 000, £1,000, £1,000, —. £500. £495. Solicitors, Messrs. Collyer- 
poe Curtis, & Booth, Messrs. Francis & Johnson, Messrs. Bramall, 
& White, all of London; J. H. Wright, Esq., Birmingham. 
(Bee advertisements, this week, back page.) 


Result of Sale 
Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold, at the Mart, on Thursday, a Freehold Residence, with 


1} acres of gardens, at Winchmore-hill, for £2,525; Freehold Ground. rents, with early | 


Reversions, at Poplar and Old Ford, £700 and £1,65v. A Freehold at Leytonstone, and 
Leaseholds at Mile Ead, Canning Town, and Stuke ‘Newington finished the sale, the total 
being over £9,000. 








Creditors’ Notices. 


} | Wootr, Meyer, Finsbury sq, Surveyor July8 Woolf v Marsden, Kekewich, J Marnie, 
Gt St Thomas Apostle, Queen st 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, May 27. 


| AtpEeRson, Grorce, York, Mason July 11 Crombie & Sons, York 
| ATHERTON, THOMAS, B rod, Lancs, Coal Miner July 25 Hart-Dyke, Lancaster pl 
| Bowe, "JANE, Bristol June 24 Sionott & Son, Bristol 
| Coapmas, Ei1za Ann, Cambridge, University Lodging house Keeper July 11 Sjuires, 
Cambri 
| Coox, Joun Roserr, Colchester, Essex, Engine Driver June1l Smoothy & Hills, Brain. 
tree. 


’ 
| Covnvanay, © Bensamin, Jeppestown, Johannesburg, Merchant June 27 Courtenay & Co 
Gracechurch st A 
Foster, Emma Louisa Lowe, Brondesbury July 6 Rimer, Surbiton 
GLIKsTEN, Jacos, Stamford Hill July1 Morgan & Uo, Holborn viaduct 
| Gower, Louisa, Sandown, IofW July6 Rimer, Surbiton 
| Green, Joun, Prince’s gate June 25 wes & Sons, Angel ct, Throgmorton st 
| Green, Mary CaRo.ine, Princes June 25 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, Throgmorton st 
| Hay, Dy he are Henry, Six Mile Bottom, Cambridge Aug 1 Rider & Heaton, New a, 
n's inn 
HarpMan, James, Haulgh Bolton, Lancs June 18 Monke & Co, Bolton 
| Hageison, GEORGE, Keaton, Northum! » Farmer July8 Wilkinson & Marshall, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
HoskinG, ARCHIMEDES VieTa, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Manufacturing Account Writer 
| une 28 Gard, Devon 
Huaues, Jony, Chester June 28 Lewis, age 
Hont, Freperick Jouy, Isleworth June 24 dilens, Gresham bldgs, Guildhall 
Kipp, Epwin Moszs, Nottingham, Sharebroker July 16 Hunt & Dickins, Nottingham 
LAMBERT, Tsomas Merepirtu, York, Ironmonger Sept 1 Crombie & Sons, York 
Macrar.ang, Jessiz Annie, Oxford July 27 Houghton & Son, New Broad st 
Mavsor, Ciara, Brighton June 80 Abbott & Hudson, Fehchurch st 
MARLAND, Tuomas, Moss Side, Manchester, Commercial Traveller June 25 Clayton & 
Son, Ashton er Lyne 
Martruews, Epwarp, Llanwnog, Montgomery June pe Rovteate, , Newtown, Montgomery 


| Porrer, Anng, Wells, Somerset June17 Foster. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Ciam. 
London Gazette.—F ripay, May 27. 


Bui, som Horseferry rd, Westminster Jone 16 Bull v Bull, Swinfen Eady, J Gates, | 
Victoria st, Westminster 


London Gazette.—Frivay, June 3. | 
Laine, ALEXANDER, and Mary Larya, St Leonard's on Sea July14 Carmeut v Carment, | 





en Eady, J Mason, Queen Victoria st 
Watters, Atsert Statey, Longton, Stafford, Plumber July 1 Miilington v Walters. 
Buckley, J Paddock, Hanley 


| KENNOLDSON, Hagler, South 8) 

| Ruxton, Georce, Rock F 
Snowpon, Rosert, Harton 

| Armsti 


Ihields June 24 Rennoldson, South a 
, Chester June 28 Mason & Co, Liverpoo 
wn Hill, nr South Shields, Semen “2 Sune 30 Moore & 
rongs, South Shields 

Tacesat, Rev Samvuet Witiiam, Pyworthy, Devon July5 Peter, Holsworthy, Devon 

Tair, Fv re Eslington Hill, Northumberland, Farmer June 14 “Middlemas, 
nwi 

Tavmiort, Seren Renee, Cranes park, Surbiton, Bank Manager June 24 Beckingaale 

& 

TURNER, Epwarp, Newcastle under Lyme. Chemist July7 Griffiths, Newcastle, Staffs 

Wane — Rosert, Page Green, Tottenbam, Pawnbroker July 1 Attenborough, 
iccadilly 

WaLL, yo Ann, Highweek, Devon July 30 Baker & Go, Newton Abbot, Devon 








Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 3ri. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apeanams, Atrrep, Southampton row, Jeweller High 
Court Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Avcuock, J H, Forest Hill, Baker Greenwich Pet May 6 
Ord May 31 

ALLEN, ARTHUR, Dudley, Worcester, 
Du Pet May 30 O:d May 30 

Bastarp, Joux Provr, Norton, Stokefleming, Devon, 
Builder Plymouth Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Boox, Joux, South Reddish, a Bookkeeper Stock- 
port Pet May 12 nd Ma’ 

Bowex, Francis ARTHUR, Finsbury pymt, Merchant 

Court Pet May5 Ord May 31 

Boys, Evwiy, Eastbourne, ——— Eastbourne and 
Lewes Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

ous, James B J, Liscard, Cheshire, Doctor Birkenhead 

iy bert Ord Jo Jane 1 

Ruse RAEL, sa Boot Dealer High Court 
Pet May 12 Ord Mays 

Burper & WIitkiNsoy, " Seanent’s ln, ee Merchant 
High Court Pet Feb17 Ord May 3 

Carter, Autrrep Tom ry DNEY, Brighton High Court Pet 
May 30 Ord May 31 

Couiizr, ee ry Gt aie, Painter Gt Grimsby Pet 
May 31 Ord May 31 

Crappock, Sampson, Bolton, Lancs, Fish Dealer Bolton 

31 


less Merchant 


1LL1AM Hucu, Holyhead, Angl Bangur 
2 Ord May 31 ’ — vi 
Maddox st, t st, Cigar Manufacturer 
urt Pet May 12 May 30 
we Astuur Groscz, rede Zain, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet May 0 
Evans, Joun Taomas, 
Aberavon Pet May 30 Ord May 


ae Tuomas, pe Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet | 


Ord Ma: 
Powmets. ARTHUR, Whitstable, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
Ha He Tecpetlce ce, post Mer A Sh 
GUE, “—. irer effield Pet 
May 31 Ord May 31 —_ 
mo, Joun Re peeerenam, Builder Nottingham 
Pet > = May 30 P 
oun, Ferndale, nr paprpeiad, Glam, Collier 
pridd Pet May 30 Ord Ma 
Haywarp, Erwrst, Acton, Picture 
ford Pet Ma y 30 Ord May 30 
27H, Tnouas Hover, Southport. Lanes, cra 
‘Assistant Liverpool Pet May 31 Ord May 3 
me Daxter, Gloucester Gloucester ho May 17 


Harries, 
Ponty 


cael nr Neath, Glam, Builder | 
30 





Maker Brent- 


Kegvi , tof King’s rd, Clapham Park Wandsworth 
Pet Ma 3"Oni tay 3 aR 


Ksicat, T W, 
Ord May 30 


, Miller Brighton Pet May 14 | 


LitH#ERLAND, THOMAS, sen, Beswtey, Picture Fiamer 
Burnley Pet May 23 Ord May 3 
LLeEwriiyy, GEORGE, 9, tam ‘Baker Birmipgham 


Pet June 1 Ord Juve 1 

Liorp, Isaac. Hill Top, Walkden, Lancs Salford 
Pet May 18 Ord May 31 

Lowe, Harry Bottin, Bristol, Engineer Bristol Pet June 
1 Ord Junel 

Marywarixe, Harry Hivpircu, Stretford, nr eemeae, 
Boot Dea'er Manchester Pet May 39 Ord May 30 

Manse.t, Georce, Cheadle pap Cheshire, Printer 
Stockport Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Mortimer, Gzorcz, Manningham, Bradford, Butcher 
Bradford Per May 30 Ord May 30 

Prersies, James, Chesterfield, Bost Dealer Chesterfield 
Pet May 21 Ord May 31 

Price, Freperick Jonn, Blaina, Mon, Licensed Victualler 

redevar Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Russon, Wi.u14M, Birmingham, ore Manufacturer Bir- 
mingham Pet May5 Ord May 30 

Sav, Walkley, Sheffield, Insurance Agent 
Sheffield Pet June 1 Ord June 1 

Suarman, Witiram, Talke, Staffs, Draper Hanley 
Pet May 7 Ord May 2 

Surru, Apert MIuieEr, eantedte, Sussex, Saddler Lewes 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Suirs, Tuomas Sipney, Waterloo Bridge rd, Lambeth, 
Picture Dealer High Court Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Ssowpon, Joun Jackson, Gateshead, Butcher Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Sotomon, ExisHa, =~ Sy Fruit Salesman High Court 
Pet May 31 Ord May 3 

Sragx, Martruew, Trindon Grange, Durham Durham 
Pet June1 Ord June 1 

THompson, JAMES ARTHUR, ner ea Bricklayer Scar- 
borough Pet May3t Ord May 

Tuorre,Joseru, Small Heath ” Birain zham, Cab Proprietor 
Birmingham Pet May 31 irminghan 

Turospy, CHaries, Leicester, he Ay Leicester Pet 
May ‘31 Ord May 31 

Vaucuans, GrorcEe ‘iaeene, Bristol, Ladies’ Outfitter 

i Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Warts, Epwix, , Boot Factor Manchester Pet 

Mas June 1 


y 
va Jous, Hartshorne, pote, Carpenter Burton 
mTrent Pet May30 Ord May3 
Weanien, Josera, Coven Heath, nr etic: ae 
Trusser Wolverhampton Pet May 30 Ord May 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the. 
London Gazette of Mav 20: 
Scroees, Frepesick Twipe.., Sewell Manor, nr Synttathe, 
Auctioneer Luton Pet April 22 Ord May 17 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 27 : 


| Curry, Rep Raper Pmatares, Baker Manchester Pet 


May 20 Ord May 20 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apeauans, ALyrep, Southampton aoe, Jeweller 
at12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 





June 14 | a Joun Jackson, Gateshead 
\ 


Baitey, George Agruur, and Caarces Joun Perkins, 
be rough Boot Upper Manufacturers June i 
at1l Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Bagvyes, Henry, Steyning Mills, Sussex, Miller June 16st 
10.3) Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bl igs, Brighton 

Bagnett, SARAH, JEanNETTE Barnetr, and Avywsir 
Barnett, Kingslaad rd, Dalston, C —_ Dealers June 
13 at 11 ‘Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 8 

Bowen, Francis Agtave. Finsbury pv A § Merchant June 
14at1 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Byorr, Rosert Witi1am, Hoddesdon, Herts, Bui der 
June 11 at 12.30 The Bull Hotel, Hoddesdon, Herts 

CuEswortn, GeorGe Eaton, Royton, Lancs, Licensed Vic- 
tualler June 4atil Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

Crappock, Sampson, Bolton, Fish Dealer Junel4at3 1), 
Exchange st, Bolton 

Curry, Frep Harry, Manchester, Baker Juneli5at3 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Exxan, A E, Maddox st, Regent st, Cigar Manufacturer 
June 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Evans, Witi1AM James, Saint Weonards, Hereford, Farmet 
June 13 at 10 2, Offa st, Hereford 


Finpiry, Samuet, Newton Je Willows, Le wwe Builder 
June 15 at 2.30 Off Ree. Byrom st, Mancheste 

Fonnerui, Arruur, Whitstable, Licensed Victualler June 
llatil2 Off Ree, 68, Castle st Canterbury 

Green, Joun, Darlington, Builder June 15 at3 Off Ree, 
8, Albert rd, Miodlesbrough 

Hii, Joux, West Bromwich June 13 at 11 174, Corpor 
tion st, Birmingham 

JRL, HARKY Tuomas, Biggleswade, Hotel Keeper June li 
at 2.30 Swap Hotel, Biggleswade 

Kwiaar, T W, Chich ester, fn, June 16 at 10.45 Off 
Rec. 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Lvuxr, SAMUEL, Devonport, Boot Maker June 13 at 11 6, 
Atheneum terr, Ply mouth 

Max.ow, Gore, Houghton on the Bill, Leicester, Black- 
smith June 13 at 12 O1f Rec. L. Berridge st, Leicester 

Masoy, Taomas NaruHAniez., West Hartlepool, Grocer 
June 13 at 2:20 Grand Hotel, West Hartlepool 

Mortimer, Groxce, Manningham, Bradford, Butcher 
June 13at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Powe tu, WILLIAM FRepericx, Stoke on Tern, Salop, Farmer 
June 14 at 10.30 Corbet Arms Hotel, Market Drayton 

PaircuagpD, Wit.iam, Lye, Worcester, Corpenter June ll 
atill Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Quickse, Witiiam Hewry, Susnere, _Saddler June 14 at 
11.45 Off Rec, 31, Al 

Rosinsos, Davin, Gt ‘Griasby, Auctioneer June 11 at il 
Off Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

BcHAUPENBERO, Henry Hans, | ay rd, > Pegeuates June 
15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bi 

ScroaGs, FrepERick Tw IDELL, _ ee ell ; a nr Dunstable, 
Auctioneer Junetatlz Off Ree, Bridge st, North 


ampton 
| SurrH, Toomas Sipwxy, Waterloo Bridge rd, Pictur 
Dealer June 13 at12 Bankrup‘cy bldgs, Carey st 
June 13 at 12 Of 
30. Moseley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
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Sotomos, Exisa, Covent Garden Market, Fruit Salesman 
June 15»t 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

TaorPe, WESLEY. Northwold, Norfolk, Grocer 
at 330 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Titer, James, West Bromwich, Grocer June 14 at 11 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Uwrss, Eowarp NEWNHAM, Minster rd, West Hampstead, 
Publisher’s Representative June 13 at11 Bankruptcy 
bldge, Carey st 

Warts, Exnest, Plasmarl, Swansea, Baker June 14 at 12.15 
Off Kec, 31,Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Wiixinson, WALTER JAMES, Ely, Cambride, Engineer June 
15at1030 Off Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Witurams, Brintey Wynn, Wrexham, Jeweller June 14 
at1l The Priory, Wrexham 

Wiuiams, Davip, The Rhydings, nr Neath, Glam, Collier 
June 11 at 1130 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 24: 


SuzTaurst, JosePH, Bury, Lancs, Butcher 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 27: 


Henoter, ALBERT Henry, Manchester, Circus Proprietor 
June 6at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apeanams, ALFRED, Portsdowao rd, Maida Vale, Jeweller 
High Court Pet May 30 Urd May 30 

Autex, Artuur, Dudley, Worcester, Glass Merchant 
Dudley Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Ayperson, GrorGe, Bourne, Lincs, Draper Peterborough 
Pet May 31 Ord May31 

Bagvett, SARAH, JEANETTE Barnett, and ANNIE Barnett, 
Dalston, China Dealers High Court Pet May 28 
Ord June 1 

Bastasp, Jonny Prout, Norton, Stokefleming, Devon, 
Builder Plymouth Pet May 30 Ord Mav30 ~- 

Bess, Joun, Lianllwcbaiarn, nr Newtown, Montgomery, 

iler Newtown Pet May 13 Ord May 30 

Canter, ALrreD Tom Sypsey, Brighton High Court Pet 
May 30 Ord May 31 

Couizr, Georce, Gt Grimsby, Painter 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Crappock, Sampson, Bolton, Fish Dealer 
May 31 Ord May 31 

Coxnincuam, J C, Mansfield, Notts, Draper Nottingham 
Pet May 3 Ord June 1 

Davies, WiLL1AM GrorGE, Greenwich, Solicitor Greenwich 
Pet April6 Ord May 31 

Exxis, AnTHUR GrorGE, Thurnscoe, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 


June 13 


June 7 at3 


Bolten 


; Evyays, Joun Tuomas, Crynant, nr Neath, Builder Aberavon 


Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Evans, Tuomas, Cilfynydd, Glam, Collier 
May 27 Ord May 27 

Fouytaiy, Jonny, and Freperick Wii.1Am Suarps, Ealing, 
Coachbuilders Brentford Pet May 3 Ord May 30 

Fuyyeti1, Artuur, Whitstable, Licensed Victualler Can- 
terbury Pet May 30 Ord May 30 


Cardiff Pet 





Gt Grimsby | 
| Witxkinson, Joun, Hartshorne, Derby, Carpenter Burton | 
| 
Woorton, Josepa, Coven Heath, nr Wolverhampton, Hay | 

Tr rd May 30 | Mackiz, Hueo, and Watrer Mackie, Harpurhey, Green- 


\ Pet | 





Hacvue, Henry, Doncaster, Boot Repairer Sheffield Pet 
May 31 Ord May 31 


7 

Harpy, Joun Henry, Nottingham, Builder Nottingham 
Pet May 30 Ord May 30 ‘ 

Harries, Joun, Ferndale, nr Pontypridd, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Haywarp, Ernest, Acton, Picture Frame Maker Brentford 
Pet May 30 Ord May 30 c 

Heskets, Tuomas Hopes, Southport, Poulterer’s Assistant 
Liverpool Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Jones, Ricuarp, Pentre, Llanfair, Montgomery, Farmer 
Newtown Pet May14 Ord a | 31 

Knyicat, T W, Chichester, Miller 
Ord June 1 

LirHertAnp, Tuomas, sen, Burnley, Picture Framer 
Burnley Pet May 28 Ord May 31 

LieweEL_yy, Georce, Birmingham, Baker 
Pet June1 Ord Jurel 

MAnsELL, GeorGe, Stockport, Printer Stockport Pet May 
30 June 1 


G 
Monps, Joun, Haslemere, Netley, nr Southampton, Tailor 


Southampton Pet May 21 Ord May: 

Mortmer, Grorcz, Manningham, Bradford, Butcher 
Bradford Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Powe.t, Wituiam Freperick, Stoke on T-rn, Salop, 
Farmer Nantwich and Crewe Pet May 25 Ord Junel 

Price, Fraeperick Jouy, Blaina, Mon, Licensed Victualler 
Tredegar Pet May 30 Ord Ma 

Saut, Tsomas, Walkley, 
Sheffield Pet June1 Ord Junel 

SHarman, Wir11am, Talke, Staffs, Draper Hanley Pet 
May7 Ord Junel 





righton Pet May 14 | 


Birmingham | Z 2 


| 
| 
| 


Smrro, THomas Sipney, Lambeth, Picture Dealer High | 
Court 


Pet May 31 Ord May 31 


Sotomon, Exisua, Covent Garden Market, Fruit Salesman | 


Court Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
Spark, Marraew, Trimdon Grange, Durham Durham 
Pet June1 Ord June 1 ‘ 
SrurGron, FerpinanD, Eastcheap High Court Pet May7 
Ord June 1 f 
Tuompson, James Antuur, Scarborough, Bricklayer Scar- 
borough Pet May 31 Ord May 31 


31 Ord May sl 


VaucHay, Geoxce Arravr, Bishopston, Bristol, Ladies’ | 


Outfitter Bristol Pet May 30 Ord May 30 


on Trent Pet May 30 Ord May 30 
usser Wolverhampton Pet May 30 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 27 : 
Curry, Frep Harry, Manchester, Baker Manchester Pet 
May 20 Ord May 20 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, June 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALDERSON, Witt1aM, York, Baker York PetJune4 Ord 


June 4 
Broom, Max, City rd, Tailor High Court Pet May 10 Ord 
May 31 


| Turospy, Cuares, Leicester, Butcher Leicester Pet May | 5 


| 
| 


y 30 | Harris, Kx1as, Co 
Sheffield, Insurance Agent | 


Buxxatt, Exprgp, Gaywood, Norfolk, Wood Turner 
ing's Lynn Pet June4 Ord June4 
Buston, Samve. Wi111Am, Chapter:d, Willesden, Builders’ 
Merchant High Court Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
Davigs, WILLIAM, Tramway Official 
Pet June3 Ord June 3 
Derr, Joun, Newport, Baker Newport, Mon Pet June 2 
Ord June 2 


Dersy, Grorcr Henry, Commercial rd, Glass Dealer High 
Court Pet June2 Ord June 2 . 
Easton, Heasert Mizen, Brentford, Public house Manager 
Brentford Pet May4 Ord June3 
Ersworts, Joun Henry, Kirkgate, Tadcaster, Yorks, 
Licensed Vi York Pet June3 Ord June3 
Farrsairn, Jonn Bensamin, and Atrrep Taomas Farr~ 
BAIRN, L-yton, i High Court Pet June 
Ord June 2 
‘osTer, Martua, Darlaston, Staffs, Grocer Walsall Pet 
May 31 Ord May 31 . 
1Bs0N, Sipsey Rupert, Nottingham, Upholsterer Notting- 
ham Pet June3 Ord June3 
Grove, Jusera, Heath Hayes, nr Cannock, Grocer Walsall 
Pet June 2 Ord June2 
Gwiit, Cuaries, Wolverhampton Wolverhampton Pet 
June2 Ord June 2 ‘ 
Hamitroy, Norman Puiu, Basinghall st High Court 
Pet April 15 Ord June 3 : 
mmercial rd, Milk Carrier High Court 
Pet June 3 Ord June3 
Hawktss, James, Monk Breton, nr Barnsley Wakefield 
Pet Junei1 Ord June 1 
Hicuam, Srernen Rickarp, Bournemouth, Laundry Pro- 
Prietor Poole Pet Junel Ord June l 
Hosss, James, Malmesbury, Swind Saddl 
Pet June4 Ord June 4 : 
Howpen, Henry Vincent, Kennington rd, Merchant High 
Court Pet May5 Ord June 3 , 
Hors, yer Lowndes sq High Court Pet April 30 
une 3 
a Josuva, Bradford Bradford Pet June3 Ord 
une 3 
Jonnsox, Rosert, Morpeth, Northumberland, Plumber 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June3 Ord June 3 
ONES, DANIEL, v . Norfolk, Bricklayer Gt Y r- 
mouth Pet June3 Ord June 3 y 
Kivpiz, James, Bish n, Bristcl, Chemist Bristol Pet 
June2 Ord June 2 
Laycock, ArntHuR, Mansion House chmbrs, Land Agent 
igh Court Pet Feb 29 Ord June l 


Seind 





heys, Manchester, Domestic Furnituce Manufacturers 
Manchester Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Mar.ow, Caartes WILLiAM, Walsall, Horse Collar Manu- 
facturer Walsall PetJune2 Ord June 2 

Masoy, L_ Sruppert, Glenfield, Bitterne, Southampton, 

Farmer Southampton Pet May 19 Ord June 

Meineanpt, Marie Evenore, Ebury st, Court Dressmaker 
High Court Pet June 3 June 3 

Mixis, Water, Maidstone, Cooper Maidstone Pet June 
3 Ord June 3 

Movunsey, Arcaisatp Ritson, Embleton, nr Cockermouth, 
Camberland, Farmer Cockermouth Pet June 4 Ord 
June 4 








THE LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW. 
Principal: Mr. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (London), 
Exhibitioner and University Law Scholar. — Tuition for Bar, 
Solicitors’, University, and other Law Examinations orally 
(class or individual) or by correspondence. Classes for Bar, 
Solicitors, and London LL.B. will commence in July. 
Pupils may be entered at once. Correspondence Courses 
are now ready.—For particulars, prospectus, and further 
information apply personally or by post to Mr. W. H. 
Sanpers, Secretary, London School of Law, 1, Old Ser- 
jeants’-inn, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


IRECTORSHIP. — Gentleman, of good 
social position, Required to Juin Board of a sound 


Company in the City.—- Please address D.1904, care of 
Messrs. Deacon's, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 


UNIOR CLERK.—Advertiser (aged 19) 

Seeks Situation in London Office; some previous 
experience ; Typewriting.—G.C , 18, Vere-street, W.C. 

| EVISED REPORTS, Vols. 1 to 43, 


inclusive, bound half calf, unsoiled; what offers’ 
—Apply, 9, Newton-chambers, Cannon-street, Birmingham. 














AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For prompt | 


4 payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the l 
writing ocho e taken o e following 
s. d. 


Abstracts Copied — -. O 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts 3 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted oe one 0 per sheet. 
Full Copies oa oun «» O 2 per folio. 
PAPER. —Foolscap, 14. per sheet; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 





: mi GOLFERS AND MOTORISTS. 
OYSTON, Herts (three minutes from 
‘ Heath ; ten mile views). Unique Building Site 
‘or Sale, consisting of pieasure grounds, tennis court, 
Sroquet lawn, kitchen garden, farmery, vinery, and 


orebard house, ce bs ane 
Royston, dl Apply to Owner W. B. Kiva, Sulicitor, 


ATT 
NFURNISHED FLAT. — Rent £160.— 
: nerf ooking the private grounds of Lincoln’s-inn 
iben ers; beautitully quiet position ; second floor ; contains 
— bath-room, 2 large sitting-rooms, kitchen, and 
ition | a ee Ter light in splendid con- 
; mium only.— mts, Hampton N 
2, Oockspur-streat, 8, W. _— oo 





(425 
| Solicitors or Principals only apply Box 663, *’ Solicitors’ 
Draft, $d. ditto; | 





EGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSUR- 
ANCE OFFICE, 5 
No. 10, Fleet-etreet, London, E.C., 

lith June, 1904. 
The Proprietors of this Society are requested to take 
Notice that the Dividend for the current year will be pay- 
able on Friday, the 1st day of July next. Warrants for 
such Dividend at the rate of 15s. 6d. per Share, free of 
income tax, will be forwarded by post on Thursday, the 
30th inst. The Transfer Books of the Society will be Closed 
trom Thursday, the 14th inst., to Thursday, the 30th inst., 

both days inclusive. 
By Order of the Board, 
E. COLQUHOUN, 
Actuary and Manager. 


jIRST FLOOR OFFICES to LET, three 

or five rooms; new building; suitable for professional 

men; excellent situation.—Apply to Wa.rer Hut, 69-71, 
Southampton-row, W.C. 


OR SALE, valuable Patent Right in con- 


nection with Incandescent Gas Lighting. — Apply 








| P. P., N.253, “‘ The Times ” Office, E.C 





£100 000 (County Borough) Required 
3 on Mortgage of the Borough Rates 
at 3j per cent., for term 10 or 12 years (trustees’ security).— 
Principals or their soliciturs address Rayner, 24, Birching- 
ton-road, Kilburn, London, N.W. 

WANTED to Borrow, by Gentle- 


man (Householder) holding high position.— 





Journal Office,”’ 27, cery-lane, W.C. 


Aes COURT ITALIAN 
EXHIBITION. 


The Art, Industry, and Commerce of Italy on View. 
‘““VENICE BY NIGHT,” 
Realistically represented in the Empress Hall. 
Forty Gondolas on Three-quarters of a Mile of Canals. 
Venetian Palaces, Churches, Bridges, and Historic 

oo. reproduced to scale. 
THE BLUE GROTTO OF CA 
ST. AT ROME, 
MAXIM’S CAPTIVE AIRSHIPS, 
THE ROMAN FORUM, 
And a Host of New Attractions. 
Grounds Transformed and peas Tluminated by 


Night. 
LEADING MILITARY BANDS. 
Apmission Is, Oren 12 noon To 11 P.m. 








TYPEWRITING, SHORTHAND, AND 
DUPLICATING. 


Legal Documents accurately Typed. Secrecy guaranteed. 
Private Rooms for Dictation. Country Orders promptly 
executed. Contract Work at Reduced Rate 


OLIVER TYPEWRITER COMPANY, Ltd. 
75, QUEEN VICTORIA STREET, E.C. 
Typewriting, Engrossing, Copying 
Executed by trained Law Writers and Typistsand despatched 

Manifold Type Copies at Moderate Charges. 
&c., printed. Plans copied. 
W. C. HICKMUTT, Law Stationer and Legal Typist, 
63, Temple-row, Birmingham. Estabd. 1890. Tel: 197 Y. 


BRAN D’S 


Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 








BRAND & CO. Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 





Ask your grocer for 


EPPS’S 


(The most nutritious) 


COCOA 


And take no other. 
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eeiien Joun Witiiam, Malmesbury, Wilt, Fishmonger 
Swindon Pet June2 Ord June 2 

olme, Manchester Manchester Pet 

ug: Lavza, Fulham High Court Pet April 8 Ord 


Smita, Tuomas, Leeds, Provision Merchant Leeds Pet 
May 21 Ord June 3 
eae, Henry, Hove, Sussex, Captain Brighton Ord 


Sricxuanp, J F, and Jony J Buakeman, —— Builders 
Ki , Surrey Pet May6 Ord e 2 

Wake, IMOTHY WHiITLock, Consingten, | Baker Warwick 
Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

Warwick, Grorece, Arthur st West. ty Mer- 

t High Court Pet May 12 Ord June 

Witsoy, Tuomas Caanres, Sheffield, J ba hy Sheffield 
Pet May 1t Ord June 2 

Wriaeat, Everarp, ae Butcher High Court Pet 
May6 Ord June 2 


Amended notices substituted for - in the London 
Gazette of May 31 


Locxwoop, Hamor, cog am abana Manchester 
Pet May6 Ord May 
Stewart, Rosear, Manchester, Jeweller Manchester Pet 
April’ 20 Ord May 16 
Amended notices substituted for tho:e "eae in the 
London Gazette of May 31 : 


Bagyes, Henry, yg poke Mills, Seaton Miller Brighton 
Pet May Ma 

Lewer, 5 oe Liocoln, haitway Clerk Lincoln Pet May 
24 Ord May 24 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Assortt, Broveuton, Nelson, Lancs, Weaver June 15 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 14, Chspel st, Preston 

Baitey, Tuomas Warrs, urthlio gborough, Northampton, 
General Merchant June 17at3 Grand Hotel, Rugby 

Brake, Ricaagp Josern, Ilford, Timber Merchant 

Bioom, Max, she A rd, Tailor June 17 at 12 Bankruptcy 


bid 
Boys, Epwim, an Upholsterer June 15 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 24, Rail way app, London Bridge 
BRANNeER, IsRakL, East Ham, Dealer June 16 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey ‘st 
Burper & WILKINSON, Clewent’s ln, Colonial Merchants 
June 16 at 12 Banikruptoy bidgs bid, hg st 
Buston, Samve, WILLIAM lender “ace el Merchant 
June l7ati Bankru uptey bldgs, ¢ y st 
Cap.in, Noan, Hockley, x, Samer 3 pe 16 at 12 14, 
Bedford row 


one. Atrrep Tom deen’ Brighton June 17 at 11 


ser, oh bldgs, Care 

CoLLinae, my Padihain, kagen, spent Jane 15 
atll Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, P: 

Cvatis, bases Grorce avnenees "Weay eR, Becken- 
ham, Builders June 16 at 11.30 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Dersy, Georce Henry, Dockhead, Bermondsey, Glass 
Dealer June 21 at 11 Bankruptey bid Carey st 

Devituir, Micnart Tuomas, Sheffield odes June 
15at12 Off Rec, Figtree Jn, Sheifield 

Evans, ALBERT, Birmi ham, Flour Dealer June 15 at 11 
174, Corporation st, Birming 

Evays, *Joun Tuomas, Crynant, nr Neath, Glam, Builder 
June 16 at 12 Off Ree, 31, alexandra rd, Swansea 

Farepaian, JouN BENJAMIN, ‘and ALryreo Tuomas Fatr- 
pee Leyton, Boot Repairers June 20 at 32 Bank- 

bldgs, re st 

Geena a, pton, Grocer June 17 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Haavr, nen, Doncaster, Boot Repairer June 15 at 1 
Off Rec, Fig ree la, Sheffield 

Harpy, Jous Henny, Notungham, Builder June 15 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Hawkey, RC, High st, Peckham, Heuse Furnisher 
20at1l1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hawkins, James, Monk Brelton, nr Barnsley June 15 at 1l 
Off Bec, 6, Bond ter, Wake! field 

Haywarp, ‘Eaxest, Acton, Picture Frame Maker June 16 
at ff Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Hino, Henry, Woolwich, Grocer June 15 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hustrier, Josuvua, Bradford June 17 at 3 Off Rec, 


June 


radford 

Iki, James, "Ighttield, nr Whitchurch, Farmer June 16 at 
ll Royal Hotel Crewe 

Jongs, Evtew Ampuose, Bangor, Cabinet Maker June 15 at 
11 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Kivo.z, James, Bishopston, Bristol, Chemist June 15 at 12 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Laycock, Anrave, Mansion House chmbrs, Land Agent 
June 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lewis, Agtuur, Great Smith st, Actor Juae 15 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lockxwoop, Hamor, Withingtoa nr Manchester June 15 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Byrom s Manchester 

Lowe Haxsy Bouuiy, Bristol, Engineer June 15 at 11.45 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin -t, Bristol 

Maaetis, Toomas, Walsall, Engineer Junel5ati130 Off 
thee, Woiverhamp-on 

Mason L, Stupvekrt, Bitterne, Southampton, Dairy Farmer 
Junel5at 3 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southamp on 

Mirys, Witiiam, Burnley, Joiner Jusel5at1045 Off 
R-e, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Miuis, Waviesn, Maidstone, Cooper June léatil Off 
Ree, 9, King st, Maidstone 

Newrox, Wut, Mincing In, Ansigtionl Chemist June 
20 at 2. - Bankruptcy bides, Carey st 

Overtux, Hexsent, Wovdville, Gt Barr, Staffs, Coal 
Merchant June 15 at 12 Of R2, Wolverhampton 

Pexsies, James, Chesterfield, Boot Dealer June 17 at 1.30 
Angel Hotel, che terfield 

Dinas, Glam, Licensed 


Paice, Wiias Constant, 
Victualler June 15 at 12 133, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


Rosgg1s, Lavea, Fulham, Spinster Jure 16 at il Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 








MERRYWEATHER. LONE IN” - 
MERRYWEATHERS’ “VALIANT” STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 


Write for Illustrated 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO H.M. 


The ** VALIANT’’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c, 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARK 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TO— 


Earl Fitzhardinge. E. W. Harcourt, Esq. 


Lord Gifford. Earl Scarborough. 

Lord Pirbright. Baron F. de Rothschild. 
Sir Edward Malet (Monaco). | Hon. D. Waring. 
Sidney Harrison, Esq., J.P. | Sir Phillip Egerton. 
Wilberforce ae. Esq. Miss A. de Rothschild. 


tA. MacKenzie, Esq., &c., &c. 


Pamphlet No. 829v. 


THE KING. 

















Roserts, Ricnarp, Braichmelyn, Bethesda, Quarryman 
June 16 at 12.15 Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Sav, Toomas, Walkley, Sheffield, Insurance Agcnt June 
15 at 12.30 Off Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield 

SHArmAn, WILLIAM, Talke, Staffs, Draper June 15 at 11.15 
Off Ree, Ki st, Newcastle, Staffs 

SHarp, CHARLES BrainsFoRD, Nottingham June 15 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Syitu, ALBERT Miter, Barcombe, Sussex, Saddler June 
16 at 1130 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion’ bldgs, Brighton 

Sairn, Tuomas, Leeds, Provision Merchant June 15 at 11 

Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

STEWART, Ropert, Brooklands, Cheshire, Jeweller June 17 
at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancheiter 

Tuompson, JAMES Arraur, Scarborough, Bricklayer June 
15 at 4 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

eee 8 CuaRies, Leicester, Butcher June l5at3 Off 

1, Berridge st Leicester 

VavGHAN, Georce Arruur, Bisbopston, Bristol, Ladies’ 
Outfitter June 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

Wake, Trmotay Wuit.ock, Leamington, Warwick, Baker 
June 15 at11 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Warwick, GrosGE, Arthur ‘st West, Provision Merchant 
June 16 at12 Bankrup'cy bldgs, Carey st 

Witiiams, Owen, Carreglefn, Lianbadrig, Anglesey, Corn 
Dealer June 15 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Chester 

Wituiams Wi.iiam, Amlwch, dagieny, Cattle Dealer 
June 16 at 1230 Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Wriacat, Everarp, Gannonbury, Butcher June 17 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aupersoy, Wituiam, York, Baker York Pet June 4 Ord 


June 4 

Brack, Mary, Brighouse, BeerSeller Halifax Pet May 17 
Ord June 3 

Boucues, Henry Mires, Blackpool, Pianoforte Tuner 


Preston Pet March19 Ord June 2 

Boys, Epwin, Eastbourne, Upholstecer Eastbourne Pet 
May 31 Ord June 2 

Brapy, James Brian Josep, Liscard, Doctor Birken- 
head Pet May13 Ord June 3 

Buyxaui, Ecprep, Gaywood, Norfolk, Wood Turner 
King’s Lynn Pet June4 Ord June 4 

Buston. Samus, Witutam, Willesden, - - ead Merchant 
High Court Pet May 31 Ord May 

Davies, WiLtiam, Swansea, jn ‘Official Swansea 
Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

Deer, Joun, Newport, Mon, Baker 
June2 Ord June 2 

Doveini, Lore: Vincenzo Garrano, Luiat Mario Prccui, 
aod Marcaret Lanzant, Earl’s Court rd, Earl’s Court, 
—— Keepers High Court Pet March15 Ord 

une 
E.swortn, Joun Henry, Kirkgate, Tadcaster, Fests, 
Licensed Victualler York Pet June3 Ord June3 

Farrpaign, Joun Bensamin, and Atrraep Tuomas Farr- 
BAIRN, "Leyton, Boot Repairers High Court Pet June 
2 Ord June 2 

Ginson, Sipney Rupert, ee, Upholsterer Notting- 
bam Pet June 3 Ord Juni 

Grove, Joszru, Heath Hayes, - Cannock, Staffs, Grocer 
Walsall Pct June2 Ord June 2 

Gwivt, Cuaries, Wolverhampton Wilvedienaten Pet 
June2 Ord June 2 

Hanaeis, Ex:as, Commercial rd, Milk Carrier High Court 
Pet June Ord June 3 

Hawkins, James, Monk auth, nor Barnsley Wakefield 
Pet June1 Osd June 1 


Newport, Mon Pct 





comm, Wa tter, Manchester Manchester Pet May4 Ori 

une & 

Hieguam, Strernen Rickarp, woes Laundry Pro- 
prietor Pooe Pet Junel Ord J 

Hosps, James, Malmesbury, Wilts, Saddler Swindon Pet 
June4 Ord June 4 

—— Josnua, Bradford Bradford Pet June3 On 
une 

Jonnson, Ropert, Morpeth, Northumberland, Plumber 
Newcastle on Tyne PetJune3 Ord June3 

Jones, DaniEt, Halvergate, Norfolk, Bricklayer Gt Yar 
mouth Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Jones, Joan Greorce, — st, Fancy Draper High Court 
Pet May 13 Ord May3 

KIppLE, JAMEs, Bishopston, Bristol, Chemist Bristol Pet 
June2 Ord J June 2 

Kiyprep, H, Whitley Bay, Northomberland Newcastle on 
Tyne Bet April 23 Ord May 31 

_—-~% James, Kilbura High Court Pet April 19 

31 


Lanes, eae Ricuarp, Fore st, 7 yaad Agent 
High Court Pet March 25 Ord June 1 
Lockwoop, Hamor, Manley Park, Withington, nr Msn- 
chester Manchester Pet May 6 Ord June 2 
Lows, Harry ee Bristol, Engineer Bristol Pet 
Junel Ord June 2 
Macktse, Huco, and Water Mackie, Greenheys, Man- 
oes, Money Lenders Manchester Pet June3 On 
une 3 
Meinnarpt, Marit Exgonore, Ebury st. Court Dress 
maker High Court Pet June3 Ord June 3 
Mitts, WALTER, Maidstone, Cooper Maidstone Pet 
June3 Ord June 3 
Moors, AvGeRnon, and Joun Srarr Moors, East Molesey, 
Surveyors Kingston, Surrey Pet May 27 Ord Junes 
Mounsgy, ARCHIBALD Ritson, Embleton, nr Cuckermouth, 
Cumberland, Farmer Workington Pet June 4 Ord 
June 4 
Oneiey, WittiAM Henry, Tonbridge, Fishmonger Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet April 23 Ord June 2 
Reeves, Joun WitttaAmM, Malmesbury, Wilts, Fishmonger 
Swindon Pet June 2 Ord June 2 
Eiacr, Gray, Rusholme, Manchester Manchester Pet 
June3 Ord June 3 
Sarru, ALBext Mitier, Barcombe, Sussex, Saddler Lewes 
Pet Mav 31 Ord June 2 
Sxowpvon, Joun Jackson, Gateshead, Butcher Newcastle 
on Tsne Pet May 31 Ord June 1 
Tuorre, Josrra, Small Heath, Birmingham, Cab Proprietor 
Birmingham Pet May 31 Ord June 3 
Wake, Timorsy Wuircock, Leamington, Baker 
Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Warp, Gitzert Cuarces. jun, Newcastle on Tyne, Clerk 
Newcast'e on Tyne Pet May7 Ord May 30 
Wuitsy, RicnArp, St Helens, Provision Merchant Liver- 
Pet April 8 Ord June 2 
Wit's, Georce Crocker, Branksome, Dorset, Baker Poole 
Pet May17 Ord June2 
Amended notice substituted re} that pebtints in the 
London Gazette of May 31 


Mavoprirass1, Ruvo.r, Soho st, Share Dealer High Court 
Pet March 30 Ord June 6 


Warwick 


—$<—$—<—<— 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soticrrors’ JouRNAL with regularity i # 
requested that application be made direct 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 
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